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Also, a bill (H. R, 8083) granting a pension to J. T. Braddy;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. . 8984) granting an increase of pension to
Daniel B. Mills; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8085) to remove the charge of desertion
from the record of Henry Benjamin; to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs. A

Also, a bill (H. R. 8986) authorizing the Secretary of War to
deliver two mounted bronze cannon on carriages to post, Grand
Army of the Republie, Vandalia, Ill ; to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8987) authorizing the Secretary of War to
deliver one mounted bronze cannon on carriage to post, Grand
Army of the Republie, Hunt, Ill.; to the Committee on Military
AfTairs,

By Mr. KAHN: A bill (H. R. 8088) granting a pension to
Letta D. Webster; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. MOSS of West Virginia: A bill (H. R. 8080) granting
an increase of pension to Alpheus Danley; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. O'SHAUNESSY : A bill (H. R. 8000) granting an in-
crense of pension to Adelaide H. Baker; to the Comnmittee on
Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (I. R. 8991) granting an honorable discharge to
Patrick Bolan; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8992) granting an honorable discharge to
James McKenzie; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. RAKER: A bill (H, R. 8993) granting relief to R. R.
Baker. P. H. Trendt, Mary H. Manning, Mrs. Fred Schadler,
8, 8. Garrett, A. C. Lowell, and Harry Watson, of Fort Bidwell,
:([:;1.. and for other purposes; to the Committee on the Public

nds.

By Mr. RUSSELL: A bill (H. R. 8994) for the relief of Elisha
K. White; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also. a bill (H. R. 8995) granting an increase of pension to
Hezekiah Bradds; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SHERWOOD: A bill (H. R. 8096) granting an in-
crease of pension to Robert A, Robinson; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 8097) granting a pension to Catharine L.
Jones; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 8998) to remove
the charge of desertion from the military record of Ed Pruett;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. FLOOD of Virginin: Evidence to accompany bill
H. I&. 8981 for the relief of N. B. Woods; to the Committee on
War Claims.

By Mr. REILLY of Connecticut: Petition of the Central
Labor Union of Meriden, Conn., favoring the passage of the
Booher-Hensley bill, to regulate merchandise produced by con-
viet labor; to the Committee on Labor.

SENATE,
WebNespay, October 22, 1913.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Forrest J, Prettyman, D. D.
NAMING A PRESIDING OFFICER.

The Secretary (James M. Baker) read the following com-

munication :
£ OcroBer 22, 1913,
To the Senate:

Being tomggrarily absent from the Senate, I appoint Hon. H. F.
ASHURST, a Senator from the State of Arizona, to perform the duoties
of the Chalr during my absence.
Jasmes P. CLARKE, &
Pregident pro tempore.

Mr. ASHURST thereupon took the chair as Presiding Officer
and directed that the Journal of yesterday’s proceedings be
read. :

The Secretary proceeded to read the Journal of yesterday’s
proceedings, when, on request of Mr. Branpecee and by unani-
mous consent, the further reading was dispensed with and the
Journal was approved, r

MEMORIAL.

The PRESIDING OFFICER presented a memorial of the
Chamber of Commerce of New York, remonstrating against the
passage of the pending seamen’s bill until after the meeting of
the international conference on safety to life and property at
sea has been held, which was ordered to lie on the table.

BILLS INTRODUCED.

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr, McLEAN:

A bill (8. 3319) granting an increase of pension to Emily H.
Harrington (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. BRADLEY : :

A bill (8. 3320) granting an increase of pension to Alexander
E. I-;armer (with accompanying paper); to the Committee on

ensions,

CORBETT TUNNEL CLAIMS,

Mr. MYERS. I introduce a joint resolution and ask that it
be read to the Senate.

The joint resolution (8. J. Res. 74) appropriating money for
the payment of certain claims on account of labor, supplies,
materials, and cash furnished in the construction of the Corbett
Tunnel was read the first time by its title and the second time
at length, as follows:

Resolved, ete.,, That there be, and is here%y. appropriated out of any
moneys in the reclamation fund in the easnry supplemental and
additional to the appropriation made in public resolution 56, Sixty-
second Congress, the sum of $15,750, or so much thereof as may be
necessary, for the payment of and to be pald to those persons who
have presented claims, remaining unpaid, on account of labor, supplies
materials, or cash furnished to the contractor or the subcontractor and
used In the construction of the Corbett Tunnel, including the spillway
connected therewith, as a part of the Shoshone irrigation pmfect. in
the State of anmfng. under any contract or contracts let for that
purpose by the Government of the United States; and the Beeretary of
the Interior is hereby authotized and directed to forthwith, and as soon
as may be, investigate, hear evidence about, determine, and declare the
several amounts due and remaining unpaid, if any, on account thereof,
and to whom so due, and to certify the amounts due to the Secretary
of the Treasury, who is hereby authorized to pay the several amounts
so ascertained to the persons entitled to the same: Provided, That no
such claims not now filed shall be considered: And provided further,
That the Secretary of the Interior shall deduect from the amounts to
be certified for payment hereunder and under the said resolution to
each claimant a proportionate sum to cover the expense of and fair
compensation for the person or persons through whose time and services
this matter has been laid before Congress, except such claimants as
have agreed with such person or persons for compensation; and such
deductions shall be certified for payment to such person or persons in
like manner as other claims.

Mr. MYERS. Mr. President, substantially this same measure
was considered by the Senate Committee on Appropriations of
the Sixty-second Congress and reported favorably and unani-
mously passed by this body as an item in the deficiency appro-
priation bill. So it has once passed this body unanimously and
has had substantially the unanimous approval of this body after
consideration by a committee. But in the closing hours of the
Sixty-second Congress the House rejected all amendments to the
bill of which it was a part, and in the hurry it was lost in con-
ference. !

Substantially this same measure was again introduced in this
the Sixty-third Congress as an amendment to the urgent de-
ficlency bill and referred to the Committee on Appropriations,
So this measure at this session has been referred once to o com-
mittee of this body and considered by the Commititee on Appro-
priations as an amendment to the urgent deficiency bill. It was
not recommended by that committee to be adopted by the Sen-
ate because the committee did not consider it techniecally a
deficiency or as having a proper place in an urgent deficiency
appropriation bill. There appeared to be no objection to the
merits of it. I appeared before ihe committee and discussed it
exhaustively with the committee, and not one objection was
made to the merits, but merely to giving it a place in the urgent
deficieney bill.

So it has been before a committee of this body at this session
as well as unanimously passed by the Senate in the Sixty-second
Congress. It is only supplemental to something that has been
done by Congress before in order to piece out and supply a
deficiency, as I eall it, that has already been recognized upon its
merit by Congress.

I ask unanimous consent for the immediate consideration of
the joint resolution.

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I hardly think that is a proper
course, and I move that the joint resolution be referred to the
Committee on Appropriations. I make this motion in the
absence of the chairman of the commiftee, because I think it
ought to go there.

Mr. CUMMINS. I could not quite hear the statement of i{he
Senator from Florida.

Mr. BRYAN. I move that the joint resolution be referred to
the Committee on Appropriations,

Mr., CUMMINS. Before the Senator from Florida makes
that motion, may I be permitted to say a word to the Senate
and to him? : :

Mr. BRYAN. Certainly.
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Mr. CUMMINS. The Senate very carefully investigated the
merit of the proposal long ago. When it originally came before
Congress it was believed that the claims which ought to be
paid or which were asked to be paid amounted to but $42,000,
and Congress appropriated $42,000 to make the payment, recog-
nizing the justice of the general demand. Under the act passed
then the Secretary of the Interior gave notice and the claimants
came in to prove their demand. It then appeared that instead
of being $42.000 the real amount was $57,000.

The claims are now proved before the Secretary of the In-
terior, and the Secretary has $42,000 to distribute as a dividend
among holders of claims aggregating $57,000. Of course the
equities of those claims that were not then known are just as
strong as the equities of those that were known. Accordingly,
as the Senator from Montana has stated, in the Sixty-second
Congress we added to the original appropriation the $15.000
necessary to pay the additional claims in full. Unfortunately
our action in that respect was not ratified by the House, not
becanse the House disagreed with regard to the merit of the
matter but because in the confusion of the last hours the sub-
ject could not be considered.

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President——

Mr. CUMMINS. I am coming to what I want the Senator
from Florida particularly to know. When the matter came
up the other day the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. OvEB-
MAN], who, as I understood it, had charge of the matter on
behalf of the Committee on Appropriations, objected. There is
a very grave reason, and it is a pathetic reason really, for
action at thistime: There is a woman who has been here for
three or four years endeavoring to secure relief. Her home is
involved in these demands. Her fidelity to the work in which
she has been engaged, I think, has challenged the admiration of
everyone who has come in contact with her.

The Secretary of the Interior holds—and very properly—that
the claims for labor which had really been paid by the mer-
chants in that vicinity who had supplied the laboring men with
the necessities of life in exchange for their time checks for
labor must be proven by the affidavits of the laborers themselves,
The laborers have been dispersed. They are scattered over
three or four States. The time fixed for this proof expires, I
think, some time in January. I am not sure about the date.
There is no other person, save this woman, who has labored so
honorably and so persistently and so successfully here for this
matter, to collect this proof. She is the only person who can
do it, and unless this appropriation can be made, so as to re-
lieve her from the work in which she has been engaged here,
there will be another delay and still further confusion.

I had a discussion of the matter with the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. Overman], who was rather acting, I think, in a
way for the Committee on Appropriations. He made an objee-
tion, founded, I think, upon a misapprehension. Yesterday I
telegraphed to him asking him if he still felt that he ought on
behalf of the committee to object to the immediate considera-
tion of this joint resolution, and I have from him this telegram,
and that is the real thing that I wanted to call to the attention
of the Senator from Florida:

Bavrspuny, N. C., Oclober 21, 1913.

T withdraw all opposition to passage of bill in McDonald matter, so
far as 1 am concerned.

If the Senator from Ilorida, in consideration of what I have
said, and in consideration of the present attitude of the Senator
from North Carolina in the matter, can waive the suggestion
of referring the joint resolution to the Committee on Appropri-
ations, I am sure that justice will be done and a very meritori-
ous proposal can be at once effected.

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I desire to assure the Senator
from Iewa that I did not make the motion with any intention
that the joint resolution should be delayed. The matter was
brought before the Committee on Appropriations a few weeks
ago. I happened to be on the subcommittee. I think it ought
to go back to the committee, and I have no doubt it will be
promptly reported.

The Senator will notice that in the joint resolution there is
a provision that no other claims, except those which have al-
ready been presented at this time, shall be paid.

- Mg. MYERS. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a ques-
on?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Florida
yleld to the Senator from Montana?

Mr. BRYAN. I do. :

Mr. MYERS. It has been seven years since the last of this
work was done, and I think there ought to be a statute of limi-
tations to everything except murder. This surely is not to be
classed as murder, and there should be a statute of limitations.

Mr. BRYAN. The Senator is not asking me a question.
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Mr. MYERS. Does not the Senator think there ought to be
some limit?

Mr. BRYAN. I do.

Mr. MYERS. Are nof seven years long enough, I would ask
the Senator? s

Mr. BRYAN. I think a joint resolution providing for an
appropriation ought at least to be censidered by the committee
which usually deals with such a subject. No harm can be done
by allowing the joint resolution to go to the committee, so that
it may be considered there. I voted for the bill——

Mr. BORAH and Mr. MYERS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Florida
yield, and to whom?

Mr. MYERS. Will the Senator allow me to interrupt him?

Mr. BRYAN. In a moment. I voted for the bill before. I
remember to have voted to pass it over the President’'s veto.
There is in the bill, one might as well admit, a very dangerous
precedent. It is that the Government shall undertake to make
good the loss of money by merchants when trusting men who
are working for the Government on public works. However,
because of the fact that the amount of money appropriated by
the former act and by this joint resolution will be charged up
against the land and will be repaid by those who hereafter
purchase it——

Mr. MYERS. Mr. President, let me interrupt the Senator.

Mr. BRYAN, It is thought—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Florida
yield to the Senator from Montana?

Mr. BRYAN. Will the Senator wait a moment? -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Florida de-
clines to yield.

Mr. BRYAN. It was thought proper to make that require-
ment as to tLis project.

Again assuring the Senator from Iowa that there is mo pur-
pose in my mind to delay the matier, I think the orderly and
usual course should be followed by referring the joint resolu-
tion to the Committee on Appropriations, as it deals with an
appropriation. As I said, I made the motion in the absence of
the chairman of the commitiee, because I was a member of the
subcommittee that considered it.

Mr. MYERS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Florida
yield to the Senator from Montana?

Mr. BRYAN. I yield to the Senator from Montana.

Mr. MYERS. I wish to inform the Senator from Florida that
he is under a misapprehension in one respect. This money is
not chargeable to the particular land involved. That was un-
dertaken to be made the method when the proposition was first
launched in the Senate and there was objection to it. Then it
was changed and the original appropriation of $42,000 was
made, so that it simply comes out of the general reclamation
fund, and it is taxed vpon no land in particular. This supple-
mental joint resolution is drawn in the same way. So the
money does not come ont of the particular land.

Mr, BRYAN. The Senator from Montana is asking a most
unusual thing. The Senator knows how the committee feel
about it. I submit to him that the joint resolution ought to go
to the committee for its consideration.

I yield now to the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boram].

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I presume the motion of the
Senator from Florida will likely prevail, assuming that the
Senate takes the course on that kind of a motion it ordinarily
follows; but does the Senator from Florida think there would
be a report on the joint resolution in a reasonable time?

Mr. BRYAN. I have no doubt a report will be made during
the week.

Mr. BORAH. Well, Mr. President, while I am very much in-
terested in the passage of this joint resolution, knowing a great
deal about the circumstances and conditions which surround the
particular transaction, I think if the joint resolution could be
reported out in a very few days that we should be satisfied with
that statement of the Senator from Florida.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, I recognize that that would
be the usual course; I recognize, too, that it requires but an
objection to prevent the consideration of the joint resolution;
and while I am not in charge of it, I have such implieit faith
in the justice of the claim and in the willingness of the Senator
from Florida to forward its course through the Committee on
Appropriations that I suggest to the Senator from Montana not
to resist the motion made by the Senator from Florida.

Mr. MYERS. Mr. President, I wish to make the statement
that the Committee on Appropriations is not the proper com-
mittee to handle this joint resolution anyway, if it is to go to
a  committee. The original legislation which app wopriated

$42,000 néver went to the Committee on Appropriations, but it
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went to the Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation of Arid
Lands. If this joint resolution is to go to a committee, it ought
to go to the same committee; and the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. SaitH], who is sitting here, would be the one to object
to the joint resolution being adopted without going to a com-
mittee. His committee is the one that has always had juris-
diction and charge of this matter and is the committee which
originally considered it. I repeat, the original appropriation of
$42,000 was favorably reported by that committee and then
passed by the Senate, If this supplemental joint resolution is
to go to any committee, it should consistently go to the same
committee.

Mr., SMOOT. Mr. President, I understood the Senator from
Montana to state that this joint resolution had already been
considered by the Appropriations Committee.

Mr. MYERS. The joint resolution has been referred to that
committee in the form of an amendment and has been con-
sidered by the committee.

Mr. SMOOT. Then, why should the Senator from Montana
object now to the reference of the joint resolution to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations? It is for the appropriation of cer-
tain money; and that committee has already considered it, as
the Senator states. I think the joint resolution should very
properly go to the Appropriations Committee.

Mr. SMITH of Arizona. I would suggest to the Senator from
Montana——

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I rise to a parliamentary inquiry, Mr.
President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Connecti-
cut will state it.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Did the Senator from Montana ask
unanimous consent for the present consideration of the joint
resolution? &

Mr. MYERS. I did.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator did.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Then, if I understand the matter, the
question is, Is there objection to the preseni consideration of
the joint resolution?

Mr. MYERS. I have not heard any such objection.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Very well. A motion was attempted
to be made to refer the joint resolution to a committee, and I
assume that a single objection would prevent further consid-
eration of it at the present time. I should think that would be
the first thing to be determined.

Mr. MYERS. Sometimes Senators are prevailed upon not
to make objections. I simply want to reply to the Senator from
Utah [Mr. Smoor] by saying that when this joint resolution
was referred to the Committee on Appropriations it was con-
sidered in the shape of an amendment to the deficiency appro-
priation bill. That is the reason it went o that commitiee,
hut the original proposition went to and was considered by the
Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation of Arid Lands.

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator from Montana is perfectly right
in that. I remember very well the history of the original meas-
ure, and I would not have objected, and do not now object, if
the Senate sees proper to refer the joint resolution to the Irri-
gation Committee, but it seems to me that the committee—

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, if the Senator from Montana
will permit me, I do not see——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. To whom does the Senator
from Montana yield?

Mr. MYERS. I will continue to yield to the Senator from
Utah [Mr. Smoor] until he concludes.

Mr. SMOOT. I wish to say to the Senator from Montana
that my only object in-speaking was to state that the joint
resolution already having been referred and having been con-
sidered by the Committee on Appropriations, as stated by the
Senator himself, I thought quicker action could be secured by
that committee than by referring the joint resolution to any
other committee.

Mr. MYERS. So far as I am concerned, I do not care to
what committee the joint resolution be referred, if it has to be
referred.

Mr., SMITH of Arizona. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mon-
tana yield to the Senator from Arizona?

Mr. MYERS. I do.

Mr. SMITH of Arizona. I would suggest to the Senator
that if reference is to be made of the joint resolution, it would
be safer and speedier now to have it referred to the Committee
on Appropriations, because the Senator will appreciate that
at this particular time it is impossible to get a quorum of
Senators in attendance on the Committee on Irrigation and
Reclamation of Arid Lands, and there would consequently be
delay.

I desire to suggest to the Senator from Florida [Mr. Beyax]
that the facts in this case have heretofore been fully presented
to and passed upon by the Senate. I am heartily in favor
of the passage of this joint resolution or of similar legislation
which might be reperted by the committee, but I should like
at this time to see the joint resolution pass without objection.

Mr. MYERS. Mr. President, I simply wish to ask the Sen-
ator from Florida if he will not be as magnanimous as the
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. OvERMAN] has been in his
telegram. Both Senators have been consulted freely about this
matter, and there is no doubt that one has had as moeh to do
with it as the other in the way of objecting to it. We may not
have a quorum after to-morrow for quite a while, and I doubt
if we shall have another opportunity to do anything at this
session in regard to passing this joint resolution. A little later
currency legislation will wholly engross the attention of this

Mr. BRYAN. Mr, President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mon-
tana yield to the Senator from Florida?

Mr. MYERS. I do, to answer a question.

Mr, BRYAN. Mr. President, it has been my experience with
the Senator from Montana that when he asks for unanimous
consent he generally gets it, and I shall not now make an ex-
ception. However, I think it is a bad practice to bring in a
bill or a joint resolution making appropriations the same as
would be made in a bill and have it passed by the Senate
without any reference ever having been made to a committee,
If, however, the Senate wants to consent te that, so far as I
am concerned, I will withdraw the objection.

Mr, MYERS. I thank the Senator from Florida.

Mr. NORRIS obtained the floor.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Nebraska
has the floor.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I have been in entire sym-
pathy with the position which the Senator from Florida [Mr.
Bryan] has taken, and it seems to me he ought not to with-
draw his objection, but that the joint resolution ought to go
to a committee.

Mr. MYERS. May I interrupt the Senator from Nebraska
a moment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne-
braska yield to the Senator from Montana?

Mr. NORRIS. I do.

Mr. MYERS. I would say to the Senator from Nebraska
that this matter has already been before the Committee on Ap-
propriations at this session.

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; it has been before both Houses of Con-
gress, and has provoked a great deal of debate.

Mr. MYERS. It has been before the committee.

Mr. NORRIS. And there was a great deal of opposition to it

Mr. MYERS. It was before the committee at this session
only a few days ago.

Mr. NORRIS. It was once vetoed by the President of the
United States.

Mr. MYERS. Not this joint resolution, but another one.

: Mr. NORRIS. Well, some legislation having the same object
n view.

Mr. BORAH. That legislation was not vetoed by the Presi-
dent, but it was vetoed by the Secretary of the Interior.

Mr. NORRIS. Be that as it may, it does not seem to be the
proper thing to appropriate, particularly out of the reclama-
tion fund, this amount of money to pay claims that as I under-
stand—I may be misinformed—have no legal basis. It is ad-
mitted, I presume, that they are not legal, though there may be
a great many equities in them; but I know that perhaps two or
three years ago the matter provoked a great deal of debate. I
am not saying that I am opposed to the joint resolution; I do
not know that I will oppose it, but I do not think the Senator
from Montana ought to ask the Senate to pass by unanimous
consent a joint resolntion so important as this, as to which
there are at least two sides and a great deal of opposition.

Mr. MYERS. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne-
braska yield to the Senator from Montana?

Mr. NORRIS. I yield.

Mr. MYERS. If we had a quorum here right aleng, if the
committees were meeting, and we were doing business as usual,
I would not think of asking for immediate action on the joint
resolution, but the situation is becoming desperate so far as
securing the consideration of any matter before this body or
before any committee of this body at this time is concerned.
The subject has been considered so long and so thoroughly that
the peculiar exigencies of the situation impel me to make this




1913.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

2133

request, I hope now, the objection having been withdrawn on
this side of the Chamber, that the Senator from Nebraska may
find it in his heart to withdraw his objection from that side.

Mr. NORRIS. I should like to suggest to the Senator from
Montana that if this joint resolution should pass, there is not a
quorum of the House of Representatives in the city, and I do
not see how the matter would be expedited. There is not a
quorum of the other House present, and it has been announced
on the floor of that body by the leader of the majority side that
Members of that body will not be expected to be here, and
nobody expects the House to have'a quorum during the re-
mainder of the special session.

Mr. MYERS. I understand that they are to have a quorum
to-morrow ; but, aside from that, I must say, with all due re-
spect to the Senator, that the plea that it is of no use trying
to get anything through the Senate at this time because the
House will not give it attention has long ago made me heart-
sick. I feel that we owe a duty to the counfry; I want to dis-
charge my duty, and I want to see this body discharge its duty.
If it does do so, and the House will not discharge its duty or
attend to business, then we are not responsible. I understand,
however, as I have said, that there is almost a certainty that
they will have a quorum in the House to-morrow.

Mr. NORRIS. Now, Mr. President, as to that——

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne-
braska yield to the Senator from Connecticut?

Mr. NORRIS. In just a moment. I desire first to reply to
what the Senator from Montana [Mr. Myers] has said. As an
abstract proposition I agree with him that what the other House
is going to do perhaps ought not to influence us in the transac-
tion of the business which comes before the Senate; but the
Senator offers this resolution now and asks that it be taken out
of ils regular course, because he is in a hurry and wants to get
it through. To meet his contention I made the suggestion that
it will not expedite it a particle if we pass it here by unanimous
consent. It could just as well go to the committee and be re-
ported back, and let the committee investigate it, if they think
it necessary to investigate it.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne-
braska yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. NORRIS. I yield.

Mr. CUMMINS. The resolution could pass the House unless
the question of no quorum were raised.

Mr. NORRIS. Well, does the Senator think that it is good
practice to appropriate money out of the Treasury of the United
States when there is not a quorum of either body present?

Mr. QUMMINS. Three-fourths of the appropriation bills
are passed without the presence of a quorum. That has been my
observation. This matter stands on a very different footing
from an ordinary appropriation bill which involves a new sub-
ject. This question has been before Congress and its merits
have been fully discussed. I do not want to go into them now.
It would take too long.

Mr. NORRIS. I think the Senator owes it to those of us who
do not understand the matter to go into its merits.

Mr. CUMMINS. It is sufficient to say that the contract that
was entered into for the building of the tunnel was entered into
shortly after the law was changell, which took away from
material men and laboring men the remedy which they thereto-
fore had upon the bond given to the United States for the ful-
fillment of the contract. The people who furnished the ma-
terial and did the labor had not been informed of the change in
the law, and they, therefore, furnished the subeontractors with
the necessities for building this tunnel, believing that they had a
remedy that would give them their money in the event the sub-
contractor was unable to do so.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, will the Senator allow me to
make a suggestion before we go into the debate upon this
matter?

Mr. CUMMINS. Certainly.

Mr. BORAH. The Senator from Nebraska has referred to
the fact that a bill or joint resolution similar to this passed
the Senate and was vetoed by the President. I desire to say
that the bill was also passed over the President's veto. Cer-
tainly, Mr. President, the bill was given a vast amount of con-
sideration if we were prepared to pass it cver the veto of the
President; and to delay the matter any longer, after the thor-
ough consideration which has certainly been given to it by both
Houses of Congress, not only when the bill was originally dis-
cussed, but after the veto of the P’resident, is simply to deny
these people justice.

Mr. CUMMINS. Moreover—

Mr. BORAH. If the Senator will pardon me a moment, if
the matter had not been properly considered and an appropria-
tion were now sought as an original proposition, I certainly
should not advocate for a moment adopting any unusual course;
but we have given it all the consideration that it needs and all
the consideration that we will ever give it. If it goes to the
Committee on Appropriations or to any other committee it will
receive no more consideration than it has already had.

Mr. CUMMINS. To complete what I was beginning to

The  PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne-
braska yleld further to the Senator from Icwa?

Mr. NORRIS. I yield.

Mr. CUMMINS. These considerations and the further fact
that the United States had received the benefit of every dollar
which had been advanced to the subcontractor——

Mr, NORRIS. Now, is it not true that this will be a second
payment on behalf of the United States?

Mr. CUMMINS. Not at all.

Mr. NORRIS. I do not like to vote to appropriate money out
of the Treasury of the United States until I know what the
facts are.

Mr.»CUMMINS. The facts have all been developed. There
was a hearing, at which every circumstance was related. It
was believed then, as I said a few moments ago, that the claims
against the subcontractor amounted to $42,000. That was the
best information the Congress could get at that time. We passed
the act recognizing the justice of the claims. The Secretary of
the Interior then gave notice for the proving of the claims in
accordance with the terms of the act; and it then appeared that
instead of the claims amounting to $42,000 they amounted to
$57,000. The time has expired for the proving of those claims.
We know now how many claims there are against the project,
and we recognized them when we passed the original bill.

This joint resolution is simply to add $15,000 to the amount
heretofore appropriated, to be expended for the very same pur-
pose and for the same reason, because the $42,000 which we
have already appropriated will be distributed pro rata among
the $57,000 of claim holders.

Mr. NORRIS., Now, Mr. President, T think we are getting
some facts here that are material. I want to ask the Senator
a question. I understand that there has already been an ap-
propriation made of $42,000. Is that true?

Mr. CUMMINS. That is true.

Mr. NORRIS. To cover the identical claims that this is to
cover. Is that true?

Mr. CUMMINS. No; the appropriation of $42,000 was made,
believing that all the claims that came within the class that
wWe——o

Mr. NORRIS. I understand.

Mr. CUMMINS. That we recognized would amount to $42.000.
; mLll?r NORRIS. That amount would not pay the claims in

Mr. CUMMINS. It was intended to pay them all in full.

Mr. NORRIS. I understand; but later developments dis-
closed the fact that there had not been money enough appro-
priated to cover all of them?

Mr. CUMMINS. That is true.

Mr. NORRIS. The $42,000 heretofore appropriated, without
this joint reseolution, would be distributed pro rata among all
the claimants. Is not that true?

. CUMMINS. That is true, I believe.
. NORRIS. This is to make up the deficiency?

Mr. CUMMINS, That is true.
Mr. NORRIS. Is there anything else in it?
Mr. CUMMINS. Nothing else that I know of.

Mr. NORRIS. If those are the facts, I will not make any
objection to the joint resolution. T want to ask the Senator
who offered it if that is a fair statement of the facts in the
case?

Mr. MYERS. Absolutely. The fasis are very few and simple,
and the Senator from Iowa has correctly stated them, as brought
out at the hearings heretofore had.

Mr. NORRIS. While I do not feel ecalled upon to urge an
objection, being a new Senator here, it does seem to me that this
method of legislation is not wise, particularly where it is pro-
posed to appropriate money out of a special fund, which I think
ought to be guarded with jealous care. It may develop later
on that somebody else has a claim, and we may find out that
the $57,000——

Mr. MYERS. It is limited.

Mr. NORRIS. Has that been covered?

Mr. MYERS. This joint resolution limits it, and provides
that no more claims shall be considered.
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Mr. NORRIS. I know that; but I presnme the $42,000
limited it also; did it not?

Mr. MYERS. No; it did not. That is a mistake. It did not
limit it

Mr, CUMMINS. I will say to the Senator from Nebraska
that this happened six or seven years ago, and after the pas-
sage of the original measure, which was passed by the Sixty-
second Congress, the Secretary of the Interior gave notice as
widely and as publicly as he conld, asking all claimants to come
forward and prove their demands. In answer to that notice
these claims have been filed. While theoretically it is not im-
possible that there may be another claim somewhere, it is prac-
tically certain that there are no other claims than these.

Mr. NORRIS. Have the claims been paid once? Has the con-
tractor himself been paid by the Government?

Mr. CUMMINS. When the contractor failed the Government
took over the work and completed it. The contractor has not
been paid. The contract was taken at a price that rendered
it utterly impossible to complete the work for the contract
price.

AMr. NORRIS. And the Government completed the contract?

Mr. CUMMINS. The Government completed the contract,
and has taken the penalty of the bond, or a portion of it, 1 do
not remember what portion, for reimbursement. The reim-
bursement from the surety on the bond does not entirely make
- the Government whole, but it helps along that line,

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr. President——

The -PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne-
braska yield to the Senator from Connecticut?

Mr. NORRIS. I do.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I simply wish to suggest to the Senator
from Nebraska, if he will allow we, that I understood him to
say he would make no objection to the present consideration of
the joint resolution, If consent is given for its present con-
sideration, all this information can be elicited in a very short
time,

Mr. NORRIS.
usual course,

Mr. BRANDEGEEBE. In other words, I think it is simply a
question of order. If consent is not going to be given, of course
there is no use in wasting an hour in debating the matter on
its merits. If we can have consent for the present considera-
tion of the joint resolution, we can take half an hour, if neces-
sary, in considering it on its merits.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is, Is there ob-
jection to the present consideration of the Jjoint resolution
proposed by the Senator from Montana?

Mr. BURTON. Mr. President, we have an important matter
pending before the Senate, I gave way for this joint resolution,
understanding that it would take only about 10 minutes to dis-
cuss it. I should like to know how long there is likely to be dis-
cussion of the subject?

Mr. MYERS. I think there will be practically none at all.
The facts are practically all understood by Senators.

‘Mr. SMOOT. I simply have one or two questions to ask of
the Senator. I do not rise to object to the consideration of the
joint resolution, but I do wish to ask one or two questions before
it is voted upon. ¥

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is, then, Is there
objection to the present consideration of the joint resolution?

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
YWhole, proceeded to consider the joint resolution.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr, President, I notice in the joint resolution
a proviso, and I wish to ask the Senator from Montana a ques-
tion as to his understanding of the effect of that proviso.

Mr. BRANDEGEE, Mr. President, for my information, may
the joint resolution be again read. so that I may see the effect
of what the Senator is going to ask?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will again read
the joint resolution.

The Secretary again read the joint resolution.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, it is the last proviso about
which I desire to ask the Benator from Montana. The pro-
viso is:

That the Seeretary of the Interior shall deduct from the amounts to
be certified for payment hereunder and under the sald resolution to
cach claimant a proportionate gsum to cover the expense of and fair
compensation for the person or persons through whose time and
services this matter has been lald fore Congress, except such claim-
ants as have ngreed with such person or persons for compensation, and
such deductions sghall be certified for payment to such person or per-
gons in like manner as other claims.

That is rather a remarkable provision in a joint resolution;
and I wish to ask the Senator from Montana if he has any
knowledge as to what persons are interested in receiving com-
pensation out of this appropriation? y

Yes; but the Senator knows that is not the

Mr. MYERS. * Yes, Mr. President; only one, and that is Mrs.
Katherine McDonald, of Butte, Mont. She has spent three or
four years of time here at the Capitol, at her own expense, in
pressing this matter and putting it through. If it had not been
for her efforts, labor, and time spent, and the money she has
expended, none of these claimants would have been reimbursed.

It is just on the same principlé that when a matter is laid
before the Court of Claims by a resolution of Congress it has
often been the practice, as I understand, to authorize the
Court of Claims to fix what may be a reasonable attorney’s fee
and say what the fee shall be. This proviso leaves it to the
Department of the Interior to investigate and hear evidence
about the labor, the time, and the expenditure involved, and
leaves it to the Secretary of the Interior to say what would be
a reasonable and fair percentnge to reimburse this lady for
her efforts and money expended, except, of course, where some
few claimants, as I understand, have agreed with Mrs. McDon-
ald to pay her upon stated terms, in which case they are gov-
erned by their own agreement as to what they shall pay her,
if the appropriation shall be made. In other cases the joint
resolution leaves it to the court, you might say, to decide what
is a reasonable compensation. That is the object of it.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah
yield to the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. SMOOT. In just a minute. I wanted to say to the
Senator that, as I understand this matter, the original claim
of $42,000 was nearly all due to Mrs. MecDonald.

Mr. MYERS. No; not all of it; the Senator iz mistaken
about that—not nearly all of it; I feel safe in saying, not over
half of it.

Mr, SMOOT. Then. of course, this proviso applies only to the
$15.000 provided in this resolution. It does not apply to the
original smount of $42.000, does it?

Mr. MYERS, That would depend upon its wording. I was
under the impression that it would apply to the whole appro-
priation.

Mr. SMOOT. I was undecided as to whether it did or not.
That is the reason I asked the Senator the guestion.

Myr. MYERS. If not, she would be that much worse off. I
think it ought to apply to the whole amount. If not, she would
have to stand the loss.

Mr, SMOOT. T certainly think it ought to apply to the whole
if to any. That is one of the reasons I asked the Senator
whether, in his opinion, it did or did not.

Mr. MYERS. The amendment was suggested by an official
of the Department of the Interior, and his language was simply
adopted. Tt says “ hereunder and under the said resolution.”
* Hereunder ” would mean “ under this resolution.” The words
“and under the said resolution” would refer to public reso-
lution 56 of the Sixty-second Congress, mentioned up here at
the top of the resolution, T think. It reads:

Provided, That the Becretary of the Interior shall deduet from the
amounts to be certified for payment hereunder and under the sald
resclution,

Mr. SMOOT. It says “gald resolution to each claimant.”

Mr. MYERS. 1 should like, then, to ask unanimous consent
to insert, after the words '* said resolution,” the words * No.
56, so as to refer to the resolution mentioned up at the top.
I ask unanimous consent to amend the resolution in that respect
and at that place so as to make it read, * said public resolution
No. 56 of the Sixty-second Congress.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the modi-
fication proposed by the Senator from Montana? The Chair
hears none. ,

Mr. MYERS. That was the intention. I thank the Senator
for calling attention to it, because the language is a little ob-
scure; but that is what was meant.

Mr. SMOOT. That is what [ thought.

I have just one other word to say in connection with the joint
resolution. In many of our apprdpriations, particularly those
where pensions are granted. and I believe in nearly all cases
of claims coming from the Claims Committee, we prohibit the
payment of attorneys' fees in the collection of any part of a
pension or of a claim. This joint resolution provides for the
payment of a compensation to those who have been interested
in securing its passage through Congress,

Mr. BRISTOW, Mr. President, does it provide for the pay-
ment of a fee to go to an attorney?

Mr. SMOOT. It is not to an attorney; it is a fee fo go to
Mrs. McDonald, who is personally interested in the matter
financially, and has also been interested in gathering together
claims and presenting them to Congress, and getting through
Congress a joint resolution appropriating money to pay the
same.
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Mr. BRISTOW. Is thata part of the collections that are to
be made?

Mr. SMOOT. It is a part of the collections that are to be
made,

Mr. CUMMINS. There is no additional sum to go to her.

Mr. MYERB. Nothing extra.

Mr. CUMMINS. I will say o the Senator that Mra. Mc-
Donald is not an attorney. Mrs. McDonald and ber husband
kept a little store in the vicinity of this work; and they ad-
vanced to those who were engaged on the work, out of their
store, the necessities of life, until they had dinvested in the en-
terprise_practically all that they had. Moreover, they mort-
gaged their home in order to enable them to carry forward their
business. When this disaster came, all that Mrs. McDonald
wanted was reimbursement for ihe money or groceries or dry
goods or what not that they had advanced; but she could not
get pay for the amount due her withont making like provision
for the other creditors who stood in the same case. Bhe has
been here pleading with the Government and with Congress for
three or four years now for her pay, and to save her home,
The other creditors, swho have been under ne expense, will
secure from this legislation the same benefit that she secures;
and it is only eguitable and fair that they should countribute to
the expense that has been incident to the work of developing
and Inying before Congress the facts in the case. Not a penny
ig to be paid to Mrs. McDonald or anybody else onder this
joint resolution in addition to the claims that exist against the
Government.

Mr. SMOOT. I hope the Senator will not infer I said that
Mrs. McDonald was an attorney.

Mr. CUMMINS. No.

My, SMOOT. I did not refer to her in any such fterms.

Mr. CUMMINS. No; I did not understand the Senator to

do so.

Mr. SMOOT. I fully agree with every statement the Senator
has made in relation to the hardships she has passed throngh.
The only thought in my mind was that while Mrs. McDonald
ought to be paid, under the wording of this proviso she will be
paid by certain persons who have already made an agreement
with her; and it seems proper that such an agreement sghould
be made with all, and not be provided for in this resolution. I

do not care what agreement it was, or how much they agreed .

to pay ber: I think she is entitled to compensation. If eom-
pensation is provided for in this resolution, it shall be worded
80 as to apply to the original appropriation of $42,000,

Mr. CUMMINS. I understand it does.

Mr. SMOOT. It will now, with the amendment fhat was
agreed to.

Mr. BRISTOW. May I inguire what percentage of the opl-
lections she is to get?

Mr. CUMMINS. I do not know.

Mr. BRISTOW. I wish to say that I shall not vote for any
general appropriation for a claim of which some agent is to
get an indefinite percentage. I think one of the curses of claims
before the Government is that there are hanging around this
town men who make their living by getting the largest per-
centage they can get out of somebody wlio may have a claim
against the Government. Millions of dollars are taken out
of the Public Treasury by constructive claims in this way
where seme attorney or representative is to get a large part
of the approprintion.

Mr. CUMMINS. But, Mr. President, this is not such a case.
It is mot Mrs. MeDonald's business to ecollect claims against
the Government. By very force of circumstances she has been
driven inte this effort. It can not be eaid that the prineiple
just mentioned, which is a very just one when applied to a
professional claim agent, who makes it a business to solicit
elaims agninst the Government for his living, should be applied
to her. If the Senator from Kansas knew her as I know her,
he would realize that the general prejudice against elaim agents
does not lie against her.

Mr. BRISTOW. I wish to say that the reason I made the
inguiry was to get information. Some of us who are mem-
bers of the Committee on Claims have tried to get a law enacted
which would limit the extortions of these men in regard to snch
elaims. I do not want to vote for a bill in viclation of the
principle that I think ought to be laid down in that regard.
If it is a reasonable claim, I think it is a very proper thing,
from what I have learned, that Mrs. McDonald should have a

rensonable percentage of these claims which she has aided in |

coliecting.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, the only reason I mention this
question is that being a member of the Committee on Claims
and agreeing through experience with the statement of the
Senator from Kansas just announced to the Senate, and know-

ing that it has been the policy of the Committee on Pensions,
of which I am a member, not to inelude in any reselution or
bill a provision for the payment of an atterney’s fee. but pro-
hibiting them, I do not want to vote for this resolution, and
have it pointed to in future as a precedent, and have some
Senator remind me that I voted for this measure, and therefore
should not object to attorneys’ fees being provided for in
future bills. This is one reason why I bring the question to the
attention of the Senate, and for the still further reason that if
we are going to provide compensation for the expenses and
compensation incurred, it should not apply only to the $15.000
appropriation in this resclution but to the former appropria-
tion of $42.000 as well.

The joint resolution was reported to the Senate withont
amendment, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.

WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS—WILLIAM HOBERG.

On motion of Mr. SmiTa of Arizona (for Mr. CaTrox) it was
Ordered, That the papers in the case of Willlam Hoberg, aceompany-
ing Benate bill No, 4330, introduced in the Sixty-first Congress, be wi
gﬁ-ewn from the flies of the Senate, no adverse report ha\-’fng been made
ereon, 3
TEIAL OF MENDEL BEILIS,

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, I tender a resolution which I
ask to have read and referred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

The resolution (8. Res. 198) was read and referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations, as. follows:

Whereas the public press reports that the Government of the Emplre of
Russia is pow engaged in the prosecution of a Jewish iaborer, Mendel
Beilis, upen the ¢ 6f having murdered a Christlan boy for the

“,Eur_poee of using Christian blood for religions purposes:

ercas there appears absolutely n in the Jewish religion or doe-

trines requiring such a practice, but on the contrary the use of blood

g‘ ilim B mapner is absolutely prohibited by the Mosale law, Leviticus
el .
Whereas eminent divines and scholars of all religions and denomina-
tions have testified to the falsity of the accusation that the Jewish
JTeligion requires the use or the sacrifice of human tilood
Whereas the constant and relentless persecution of the Jews in Russia
is bringing to our shores thousands of Russian Jewish refugees, who
must be taken care of, and the United States Government is therefore
directly imterested in this matter; and
Whersas the Beills trial Is ealeulated to ineite the ignorant people in
R to commit eutrages against Jewish people, and as a result of
such fear the Jewish immigration to the United States since the com-
mencement of the Beills trial has already increased: Therefore be it

Resalved Ly the Senate 1.2‘ the United States, That the Senate of the
United States looks with disfaver upon the prosecution of the Beilis
the proper officers of the Government be directed to use
the good offices of the Government of the United States with the Gov-
ernment of Russia to the end that the unjust ritual charge against the
Jewlsh people at large, and Mendel Beilis in artimlnr.rﬁe withdrawn,
and the Jewish people receive the vindication ?ﬂstice requires.

3 THE MERCHANT MARINE.

Mr. BURTON rose.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I suggest that the unfinished business
be 1aid before the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair lays before the
Senate the unfinished business, which is Senate bill 136.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (8. 186) to promote the welfare of Amer-
fcan seamen in the merchant marine of the United States; to
abolish arrest and imprisonment as a penalty for desertion and
to secure the abrogation of treafy provisions in relation thereto;
and to promote safety at sea.

Mr. FLETCHER. If the Senator from Qhio will yield to me
for a moment, I will state that the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
TowxsexD], who is absent on business of the Senate, had some
telegrams sent to him with reference to the pending bill which
he has sent to me, and I ask to have them printed in the Recorp.
They are to the effect that the senders prefer that the bill should
not be acted on until after the international eonference in Lon-
don has been held.

There being no objection, the telegrams were ordered to be
printed in the REcorp, as follows:

DerrorT, MICH., October 20, 1913,
Hon. CHARLES TOWNSEND

United States Bcnate,' Washington, D. O.:

Kindly make every effort to defeat La Follette substitute to seamen's
bill, It is drastic and impossible to ecarry out. Present regulations
made by department regarding lifeboats on Great Lakes is proper and

satisfactory.
A. A, BCHANTZ.
Detnorr, MicH., October 20, 1913,
Hon. CrARLES TowXSEXD, Washingfon, D, C.:
Kindly make every effort to defeat Senator La Fellette's substitute
the bill. It is drastic

bill to and Impossible to carry out,
Prescut lifeboat re ons on Great Lakes passed by the department

are proper and sa Y.
B. A. DusTIY,
President Ashley & Dustin Steamer Line,
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CHICAGO, ILL., October 19, 1913.
Hon. CoarLes H. TOWNSEXD,

United States Senate, Washingion, D, C.:

We earnestly request that the vote on the seamen's bill be deferred
until after the international conference in London has been held, and
respectfully ask your cooperation to this extent,

CHICAGO & SOoUTH HAVEN STRAMsHIP CoO.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to in-
sert in my remarks certain tables, statements, and statutes, with
the reading of which I do not wish to detain the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senafor from Ohio asks
unanimous consent to incorporate in the Recorp certain tables,
statements, and so forth. In the absence of objection, it is so
ordered.

Alr. BURTON. Mr. President, whatever the popular impres-
sion may be, very much progress has been made in the last
three years in measures for greater safety at sea. Our own
country has taken a prominent part in this movement, and so
have the leading maritime nations of the world.

I would call attention, in the first place, to the wireless act
of June 24, 1910, passed by Congress. To this and similar
legislation may be ascribed the safety of hundreds; yes, of
thousands of lives, That act provided:

That from and after the 1st day of July, 1911, it shall be unlawful
for any ocean-going steamer of the United States, or of any foreign
country, carrying {A.assengers and carrying 50 or more persons, includ-
ing passengers and crew, to leave or attempt to leave anE port of the
United SBtates unless such steamer shali be equipped with an eflicient
n;lparﬂtun for radlo-communication, in good working order, in charge
of a person skilled in the use of such apparatus, which apparatus shall
be capable of transmitting and receiving messages over a distance of
at least 100 miles, night or day: Provided, That the provisions of this
355 f;llﬁléls 2ot apply to steamers plying only between ports less than
~ BEc, 2. t for the purpose of this act apparatus for radio-com-
munieation shall not be deemed to be efficient unless the compan,
installing it shall contract in writing to exchange, and shall, in fac
exchange, as far as may be physically practieable, to be determined by
the master of the vessel, messages with shore or ship stations using
oth.er gystems of radio-communication.

After that follows the penalty clause.

Notwithstanding this very salutary act, a great deal of con-
fusion still existed. There were many systems for the use of
wireless—various appliances—and the different nations of the
earth interested in maritime affairs framed a convention, which
was presented to the Senate by the President, providing for
numerous regulations. For a long time that treaty was pend-
ing in the Senate Commitiee on Foreign Relations. I am glad
to state that early in the year 1912 the committee authorized
me to report it to the Senate, and it was reported, and its
ratification advised by the Senate April 3, 1912, a brief time
before the loss of the Titanic,

A short time before the Tilanic disaster it was evident that
the use of wireless could only be made thoroughly effective by
international agreement. This agreement provided for the
method of transmitting messages from one ship to another,
for the keeping of accounts, for the maintenance of a burean
at Berne to conduct correspondence between different countries
in matters pertaining to wireless. It also provided certain es-
sentials—first, that all systems of wireless telegraphy should
communicate—that, for instance, the Marconi could not refuse
to receive a message from the De Forest system or any other
system of wireless. There had been Instances in which a boat
having a wireless installation had absolutely refused to receive
a message from another boat having a different patent or system.
This convention made communication compulsory, whatever
might be the system. It made compulsory also communication
between stations on shore and stations on ships.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio
yield to the Senator from Connecticut?

Mr. BURTON. Certainly.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Perhaps the Senator was golng to make
the statement, and if so I apologize; but is it true that all the
different systems of wireless are capable of communieating with
each other? .

Mr. BURTON. TYes; at least with very trivial adjustment.
As it is now, they are all able to communicate one with another.

The convention also provided for giving precedence to dis-
tress signals. It was necessary to follow this convention by
further legislation, and an elaborate statute was passed pro-
hibiting interference, regulating what are called the amateur
stations, of which there are thousands in the country, providing
that the Government may have the preference at the beginning
of each hour, and also providing that no private station shall
be established within a certain distance of a governmental sta-
tion. It is provided that, under regulations made by the execu-
tive department, governmental stations shall receive private
messages, the object of that being to do away with the neces-
sity of private installation near Government stations.

But Congress, on the 23d of July, 1012, passed a still n?ore
stringent statute in regard to wireless—public act No. 238
The first section provides:

That from and after October 1, 1912, 1t shall be unlawful for any
steamer of the United States or of any foreizn country pavigating the
ocexn or the Great Lakes and licensed to carry, or ecarrying, 50 or
more persons, including passengers or crew, or both, to leave or attempt
to leave any port of the United States unless such steamer shall
equipped with an eflicient apparatus rfor radio communieation, in good
working order, capable of transmitting and receiving messages over a
distance of at least 100 miles, day or night.

It adds several features to the prior act of 1910. One of them
which is very essential follows:

An auxiliary power supply, independent of the vessel's maln electric
power plant, must be provided which will enable the sendlnf set for
at least four hours to send messages over n distance of at lenst 100
mliles, day or night, and efMcient commumication between the operator
ia the radio room and the bridge shall be maintained at all times.

That is, if the steam power should give out, unless there was
an auxiliary power supplied by battery or otherwise, the wire-
less might be rendered entirely useless.

There is another essential difference between the former and
the latter law in that the statute makes no distinetion between
the passenger steamer and the cargo steamer. Whether the 50
persons be made up of crew or of passengers the radlo is alike
required.

Here follows another difference which was perhaps suggested
by some testimony in the Titanic inquiry, to the effect that the
single operator on the California, the boat nearest the Titanie,
had retired for the night a little while before the catastrophe.

The radio equipment must be in charge of two or more persons skilled
in the use of such nﬁupamtus. one or the other of whom shall be on
duty at all times while the vessel Is being navigated.

This renders obligatory a constant service.

Mr. President, we can not overstate the great advance madein
securing safety at sea by this wonderful invention. Now, when
a boat is erippled, when she is in danger of sinking, she is no
longer in the midst of an isolated portion of the deep, but by
the wireless call she may render available for her assistance
other boats, and usually at short notice. The interval between
the distress call and the arrival of the relief ship in the case
of the Titanic and the Volturno alike was about four honurs.
It is probable that in most instances on trans-Atlantic rontes
and on other frequented routes the time between giving the
distress call and the arrival of succor would be materiaily less
than that.

So, first of all, Mr. President, there has been this great de-
velopment of wireless regulated by statute of the United States
and by international convention in such a manner as to secure
the very best utilization of this great invention.

Mr. KENYON. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio
yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr, BURTON. Certainly.

Mr. KENYON. As the Senator has given the subject so much
study, I should like to be informed by him on one point. 1Is
there any provision of any kind'for an inspection of the wire-
less before boats leave port?

Mr. BURTON. Yes; there is.

Mr. KENYON. Is that a matter of statute or of depart-
mental regulation?

Mr. BURTON. It is a matter of statute. Under the Com-
missioner of Navigation there are, I believe, 10 wireless in-
spectors, and it must be said for them that they have done ex-
cellent service. In one instance they pointed out that the bat-
tery which had furnished the subsidiary power was not in
good working order. In another instance they took off a boat a
wireless-operator who was not competent. They have devel-
oped excellent capacity for this work; they have exercised thelr
authority with proper discretion, and have accomplished the
best of resuits.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr. President—— .,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio
yield to the Senator from Connecticut?

Mr. BURTON. I yield.

AMr. BRANDEGEE. It seems to me to be somewhat germane
to what the Senator from Ohio is stating at that point to say
that Capt. Inch, who was in charge of the Volturno, has been
visiting in my native city at New London, Conn., recently, and
night before last he delivered a lecture to a socinl organization
there. He then read the report which he intends to make to
the British Beard of Trade, and I read in a newspaper yester-
day a statement about it, which was that the Carmania was
about 50 miles distant,

Mr. BURTON. Rather more than that.

Mr. BRANDEGEE, That is, as the newspaper stated it. The
statement continued that within five minutes after the sending
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‘out of his eall for help he received the answer from the Car

manig that they were at that distance and would come to him
at the rate of 19 knots an hour. So the Senator from Ohlo ean
fizure it for himself. I do not know what time elapsed before
the Carmania actually did arrive, but that is the statement
that I saw.

Mr, BURTON. Just imagine, Mr. President, what a thrill
would go through a beat filled with- passengers, with the fire
coming up from the hold, leaping well up on the mast, thinking
they were doomed to be burned to death, when the wireless
brings back a flagh in five minutes, “ We are coming”; and
they were coming as rapidly as they conld.

The second very material advance that has been made is in
the adoption of a salvage convention for assistance and salvage
at sea. This is termed “ Treaty series No. §76." It was signed
at Brussels September 23, 1910. This treaty also was presented
to the Senate by me and ratified on the 1Sth of January, 1912,
It makes compulsory the rendéring of assistance at sea; that is,
when there is.a eall by, a beat in distress, unless, of course, there
are conditions such that it s practieally impossible, another hoat
must come to its assistance. This treaty also gives a compensa-
tion to the salvors of human life. There are a number of other
features in it, but I pick out these two as the most important.

A bill drawn in pursnance of this convention, which I pre-
sented to the Senate, became a law on the 1st of August, 1912.
There is a third provision in it which does not assume very
great importance, although it comes first in the statute.

It had been ruled that when a boat had assisted another boat
belonging to the same line there could be no claim for remunera-
tion. That deprived the sailors of any claim for salvage. So
the bill provides:

That the right to remuneration for assistance or salvage services
shall not be affected by common ownership of tlie vessels rendering and
receiving such assistance or salvage services.

Also:

BEc. 2. That the master or person in charge of a vessel shall, so far
as he can do so without serious danger to his own vessel, crew, or
gengers, render assistance to every person who is found at sea in -

r of belng lost; and If he fails to de eo, he shall, upon: convietion, be

ble to a penalty of not exceeding $1,000 or imprisonment for a term
not exceeding two years, or both.

Sec. 3. That salvors of human life; who have taken part In the serv-
ices rendered on the occasion of the accident gi rige to salvage, are
entitled to a fair share of the remuneration awarded to the salvors of
the vessel, her cargo, and accessories:

Prior to that, Mr. President, the law of salvage seemed only
to recognize a claim for compensation when property was saved.
Very properly this affords encouragement to save human life
and gives compensation therefor,

Mr. President, while I have never claimed that this bill
brought forward last winter, which passed the Senate and was
agreed to by the other House, was a perfect bill, I want to say—
and I say it without fear of contradiction—that it made greater
advance in providing for the welfare of the seamen and for
ameliorating their condition than any legisiation and all legis-
lation passed in the last 30 years for the benefit of those on
the sea.

In the first place it clearly defined thelr hours, on most ves-
sels limited to two watches those on the deck, limited to three
watches those engaged in the fire hold; it limited their hours of
labor on land to nine hours; except when absolutely necessary
it exempted them from labor on Sundays and legal holidays.
It made more careful provision for the payment of their wages;
it made provision so that members of the crew, Independent of
the officers, could make a claim for the examination and the sur-
vey of the vessel in case the supplies or food were not proper
or in case there were grounds to believe the boat was not sea-
worthy. It removed the inhibition concerning contracts for the
payment of wages, and entitled a seaman, on giving 48 hours'
notice, to demand that half his wages be paid in any port of the
United States. It also provided for better quarters than before.

It is true that on the great majority of the merchant lines
as much space {8 provided as any of these bills demand, The
hill as reported by the committee made compulsory on new con-
struction 120 cnbic feet, and a hospital if there be a certain
number of men, It provided also for sufficient facilities for
washing. It established a standard, and made a reguirement
for lifeboat hands. Last of all it proposed to wipe out the stat-
ute relating to the arrest of foreign senmen in our eountry or
the arrest of our seamen in foreign countries for desertion.

I presume every member of the Senate committee last winter
in some things would have liked to go further, but we can not
revolutionize this whole system at one stroke. In any event,

we must adopt improvements gradually; we must take into ac-
connt that we have a merchant marine which at least in the
foreign trade has unfortunately been languishing for years, which
is maintained to-day at almost insuperable disadvantages in com-

parison with the merchant marine of foreign countries. The
maritime trade of the United States can not be severed from
that of other countries, because we are placed in competition
with them; and that, however humane we may desire to be, we
can not, without driving our boats out of the trans-Pucific or the
trans-Atlantic trade, frame legislation without taking into
account the regulations which pertain to foreign shipping.

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator.from Ohio
yield to the Senator from Illinois?

Mr. BURTON. Certainly.

Mr. LEWIS. May I ask the Senator from Ohio does he con-
template in his argument to consider the conflict, if there be any,
?1' t?he provisions of this bill with any of the treaties now pend-

ng

Mr. BURTON. I intend to go into that if T have time.

Mr. LEWIS. That being so, I do not wish to interrupt the
Senator now with the questions that I have in mind.

Mr. BURTON. I thank the Senator from Illinois for the
suggestion. I intend to go into that at very considerable
length. I must say that I repel tle insinuation that this come-
mittee Iast winter did not give careful consideration to the
claims of the seamen,

Every member of the subcommittee, if he had any partialities,
extemnded those partialities for the seamen; but we were not
willing to take a bill brought in by their representatives, paid
to represent them here, and pass it thrdugh the Senate in toto.
We conducted hearings for five or six weeks. As regards the
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Crawrorp] and myself, and
in a measure the Senator from Florida [Mr. Frercuer], and
other members of the Senate Committee on Commerce, it may
be said that the greatest task we had last winter was to listen
te the different delegations, giving an equal opportunity to all,
so that when they were through seamen and owners alike
expressed their thanks to the subcommittee of the Sehate Com-
mittee on Commerce, and said they had never before had so
good an opportunity to be heard.

From all these hearings we made up a bill, not the bill of the

_vessel owners—it was impossible to please them—not the bill of

the seamen—Iit was impossible to entirely please them—but a
bill which seemed to us just under all the cirecumstances. I
may say that in the measure as we acted upon it, in certainly
four-fifths of the disputed provisions we accepted the contention
of theMseamen.

So, Mr. President, it is altogether wrong to say that Congress
has been derelict in its duty; it is altogether wrong to say that
we have not made great advance in the last few years. The
bill to which I have referred failed to become a law after it
had passed the Senate and after the House concurred in it, be-
cause it was presented to President Taft less than an hour
before the expiration of his term. As I understand, one of his
Cabinet officers favored signing the bill and another opposed it.
The President came to the conclusion, for which he can not be
blamed, that it was too much to ask of him to sign a bill of so
much importance within three-quarters of an hour or half an
hour of the close of his term of office.

I want to make a criticism of this so-called seamen’s bill,
which, as has been stated, has been pending for 20 years. Until
the Tilanic disaster there was not a word in it about lifeboats.
It is maintained that we have been derelict because we did
not take the bill up and pass it before; that human life has
been endangered by delay. If we had adopted In toto that bill
as it was introduced in 1911, there would not have been one
single paragraph in it about lifeboats or lifeboat drills. It
would for the most part have been a bill in regard to the
definition of the term “able seaman” and in regard to the
number of able seamen on the boats. Then, of course, because
of that terrible disaster everyone was aroused. Now, in the
face of all this legislation, in the face of all this effort, in the
face of the fact that our executive department is appeinting
its most expert men to consider every proposition relating to
safety at sea, in the face of the fact that our supervising in-
spectors are making new regulations and enforeing them more
strictly, in face of the still further fact that all nations have
been called upon to gather and consider these questions by
our invitation, it is eclaimed that it is this bill only that points
toward safety at sea. Yet the only thing in it which is really
insisted upon or on which reliance is placed is the provision in
regard to three yenrs' service constituting an able seaman. I
spoke somewhat briefly of that last night, and if I have time
I shall spenk of it further to-day.

Now, Mr. President, I want fo consider a second general
point. Out of all this discussion what should be our conclusion
concerning requirements for safety at sea? First of all, and
supreme above all, I would place hull construction and the
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seaworthiness of the vessel. Lifeboats, though* essential, would
prove in most instances a futile reliance for saving human life.
If possible, the huil should be a double one, at least, if the
vessel is engaged in the passenger trade and on routes such as
those across the Atlantic and the Pacific or where large dis-
tances are involved. There should at any rate be a double
bottom. Most of the boats have that already.

In the destruction of the Titanic, to which much attention
was given, there were a number of exceptional features, three
to which blame attaches—the speed at sea, which was beyond
the limit of safety in a locality where It was known there was
fce; second, the insufficient supply of lifeboats; and, third,
althongh this did not assume any great importance, the lack
of drill of the crew, due largely to the fact that they had for
the first time been called together. As I have said, there were
most exceptional circumstances attending that disaster which
stand out very prominently and make it exceptional among
marine disasters—No. 1, the glancing blow. In the construc-
tion of vessels it is expected that any colligion that occurs will
be at the prow or at the side, and that the injury which is
caused will be from breaking into the hull at the side or
breaking the hull at the prow. This was a rip along the side,
because the boat hit an iceberg, and the rough edges of the ice-
berg were sufficient to tear a hole in the hull.

It seems as if it were impossible in railroad constructiop, or
indeed any other construction, to foresee absolutely every con-
tingency which may happen. A few years ago on a rallroad,
whose officers thought they had the very best equipment to avoid
accidents. a freight train meeting a passenger train caused an
accident by the breaking of one of the axles on one of the
freight cars, so that the freight car fell over the other track
and collided with the passenger train. A somewhat similar
accident happened on another line not much later. Some very
large timbers were left on a freight car. I suppose they were
thought te have been carefully loaded; but one of them got
loose and caused a collision with a passenger train and
great loss of life. After each catastrophe steps are taken to
prevent its recurrence, but it seems as if there were a certain
rnle of chance that an accident will not recur again, but an-
other of a dissimilar nature will occur. There probably never
was an accident before quite like the one which caused the loss
of life on the Titanic,

It is useless to conjecture, but it is probable that if the course
of the Titanic had not been changed, and she had gone head-on
against that iceberg, however rapid her speed, she would still
have floated.

Another exceptional fact with regard to the Tifenic, which
probably will not happen again save in a very inconsiderable
fraction of cases, was the smooth sea at the time, so as to make
it altogether easy to launch and manage lifeboats.

What are some of the important points in boat construction
besides those I have named? We can not come to the double
ho!l immediately. Not all boats can be built in that way.
The expense is too considerable to require it in every instance,
but we shall probably come to it gradually. In addition to that
there are other things already insisted upon very generally in
passenger steamers, among which is the building of transverse
bv'kheads or construction so as to divide the ship into com-
partments, with a stronger or collision bulkhead in front.

The Titanic was well supplied with these. She had 15, and
if only two of her compartments had been flooded she no doubt
wonld have flonted. But it appears that the rip went along the
side of the vessel, and, according to the account of one person
who claims to have been an eyewitness of the last point of the
injury, five compartments were pierced. According to another
theory, water flowed into only two of the bulkheads, but one of
them was so weak that it gave way, and the water flowed into
another, and then the next bulkhead gave way; and so, little by
little, the ship was flooded.

Our regulations already require that in these passenger
stenmers there shall be three transverse bulkheads. They
should be strong. They should be carefully tried. They should
extend a certain distance above the water line, as determined
by the maximum load of the boat. They should go to a deck
which is tight, so that the water can not pour up above that
deck. These are all matters of detail which must be consid-
ered carefully, and not, as I think, by a congressional committee
in the first instance, nor by the Senate, but by men who have
given their lives to the study of ship construction, the strength
of materials, and the seaworthiness of ships.

On the subject of the comparative importance of bulkheads
and lifebonts the leading British expert on safety of life at sea,
Sir William HHenry White, who died a short time ago, said:

There has been strong eriticism lately of the officlal regulations for
boats In passenger ships. The writer does not propose to take part in

that controversy In this communication. He ventures, however, to pre-.
dict that when natural, but temporary, excitement has disappeared, and
when calmer consideration of the subject becomes possible, it will be
seen that the question of boat e%ulgment, important as it undoubtedly
5, i:;:fg:f be treated as subordinate to that of efficient water-tight sub-

v

Possibly the time Is approaching when shipowners will conenr In
actlon by which such subdivision shall be made the subject of legislation
on lines to be a upon by the board of trade and themselves. In
view of the experience gained in connectlon with boat lines of merchant
ships it is permissible to hope that If such action Is taken it may be of
an Internatlonal character, and that arrangement would undoubtedly be
most advantageous If it could be made.

I would rank next to the construction of the hull measures
for the prevention of fire. A great variety of articles are put
together in the cargo of a ship. The fires in the furnaces must
be maintained at a very high heant. What should be first pro-
vided against is combustibility of the ship itself, and next com-
bustibility of the eargo. I am glad to say that we have gone
much further than other countries in provisions relating to the
cargo of the boat. Section 4472 of our Revised Statutes, as
amended in 1905, and I believe also in 1906, deals with this sub-
ject. This is the main section on fire prevention, although there
are others equally strict:

No loose hay, loose cotton. or loose hemp, camphene, nitroglyeerin,
paphtha, benzine, benzol, coal oll, erude or refined petroleum, or other
like explosive burning fluids or like dangerous articl%s—

A general blanket expression—

shall be carried as freight or used as stores on any steamer carrying
passengers ; nor ghall baled cotton or hemp be carried on such steamers
unless the bales are compactl %emssed and thoroughly covered and se-
cured in such manner as shall rescribed by the regulations estab-
liahed by the Board of SBupervising Inspectors, with the approval of the
Becretary of Commerce.

I will perhaps have printed in my remarks the whole of this
section, though I do not wish to detain the Senate at this time
by reading further from ft.

Mr. LANE. Mr. President, I should like to ask the Senator
a question, if he will yield.

Mr. BURTON. Certainly.

Mr., LANE. That is already a law, and it is enforced?

Mr. BURTON. Yes; very strictly enforced, too.

Mr, LANE. Yet, as I understand, here is a ship, the Vol-
turno, which just had a fire aboard of her and lost a number
of lives, for the reason, as I am informed by the press dis-
patches, that there were loose chemicals on board which started
a fire, -

Mr. BURTON. Al, but she was loaded on the other side. She
was not under the control of our laws.

Mr. LANE. This law only protects our own ships?

Mr. BURTON. Yes; and forelgn ships as well—

Mr, LANE. When they sail from here?

Mr. BURTON. When they sail from the United States.

Mr. LANE. All these chemicals are imported and we export
none, so that that provision is of no use to our people coming to
America from the other side?

Mr. BURTON. No. I will say fo the Senator from Oregon
that his statement emphasizes In a most impressive manner the
fact that this matter ean be settled only by international agree-
ment. Whatever regulations we may make will be binding only
in our own ports. I suppose by a great stretch of authority we
could say that a boat would not be received here unless she con-
formed to those requirements, but that would not be practicable.

Mr. LANE. It seems to me this country ought to be able to
require that American citizens returning to this country from
other countries, from business trips or otherwise, should be al-
lowed to come here safely. If there is any navigation company
which is transporting them in an unsafe manner, it ought to be
within the power of this country to see that they are safe-
guarded. It seems to me that is a prerogative of this country.
I may be mistaken, and it may be that some treaty would walive
that; but that is a sort of inherent right of a nation.

Mr. BURTON. Treaties stand in the way; the general law
stands in the way. The impractieability of making regulations
also prevents this, though I do not discover in any correspond-
ence objection on the part of foreign countries to establishing
and maintaining high standards in that regard. We have gone
rather further than others.

There should be the most eareful provigion in the way of fire
apparatus for gquenching any fire when it starts. The englneers
and crew should be most carefully trained in this regard.

Mr, President, I fear that the greatest danger of the future,
at least on the larger vessels, is to be from fire. So great iz
the variety of articles transported and so considerable the possi-
bility of their being ignited in some way that the greatest
danger is froin this source rather than from any other.

Next I would place the necessity for lifcboat equipment and
qualifications of boatmen.
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What have we here in the bill that is presented as a substi-
tute by the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LA ForrerTte]? 1
wish to call attention to one provision in section 2 which seems
to me nlmost criminal in its bearing upon the subject. It is
found in lines 11 and 12 on page 2:

Seamen serving in one department of a vessel shall not be required
to do duty in another department. -

What does that mean, Mr. President? When read in connec-
tion with the requirement of two lifeboat hands, it means that
the task of manning lifeboats and saving life must be restricted
to those lifeboat hands, who, it is gaid, are required to be able
seamen. No steward, no engineer, no fireman can be compelled
to take part in any drill in this regard. Why, it is as if you
sald that when an aceident happens to a railroad train none
but the fireman and the locomotive engineer shall take part in
the saving of life; that the brakeman shall do nothing. True,
it is said in the bill, and it will be claimed, that when there is
a special emergency they shall all be called upon; but that is
not an answer. They must be trained beforehand, or their
services will be practically useless in this regard.

What is the situation? Boats on the ocean and boats on the
Lakes, the inland seas, carry a certain number of sailors on the
deck. Their duties are very important, especially those who
are at the wheel or on the lookout; but the other sailors have
very little employment which requires any considerable degree
of skill. They may not be disciplined in the use of boats. They
may not even be handy in the use of boats. On that subject I
wish to point out this fact:

When a lifeboat is lowered into the sea, the two able seamen
would go down with the boat. But the most important thing to
be accomplished in the lowering of the boat is not going down
with the passengers to the water; it is handling the boat at the
top. The important thing is the efliciency of the men who man-
age the pulleys and ropes around the davits that let down the
boat. You might have two men who were seamen very well
versed in the use of oars and famillar with the sea; but unless
you had efficient men at the top, the passengers might be all
spilled out from the boat. It might go down more rapidly on
ope gide than on the other, or it might swing like a pendulum
against the side of the hull. So a mere provision of two boat-
men is not sufficient. You should have a whole crew, including
sailors, stewards, engineers, and firemen, who are able to take
care of the management and lowering of boats.

Again, generally speaking, I think the importance of facility
in the use of oars has been somewhat exaggerated, because, in
this day of wireless telegraphy, if passengers or crew were
transferred from a large steamer to a small boat at sea what
would they do? They would not row around to find land,
because the wireless wounld have summoned other vessels to
come mnear. The small boat would stay near the abandoned
steamer—as near as it could—so that the relieving vessel would
find them.

Thus, while the use of oars is a very important thing, and I
will not by any means decry it, it is not the leading requisite.
The main thing is the handling of the mechanism, jhich an
engineer in the hold, or probably a fireman, or maybe a stew-
ard, but certainly an engineer, would understand a great deal
better than a seaman, I do not care if he has served 10 years
before the mast.

It is not a matter of looking on the sea and judging of its
moods, as has been said; it is a matter of handling mechanism
and seeing that the boat goes down on an even keel, that it is
carefully manipulated and is not fouled in any way.

I will include in my Temarks a part of the account of Capt.
Inch in regard to the Voltuirno. He gays, in regard to the lower-
ing of boats:

The first boats swung out were the three lifeboats on the starboard

B

Chief OfMcer Miller went into the first boat with 20 cabin passengers
and 10 members of the crew, the 10 who belonged to the boat's crew.
That boat wasn't smashed. The trouble was that In lowering it caught
in the tackle and was turned over under the gunwale. Everybody in
it was spiiled out.

That is, they did not have sufficient skill, apparently, in han-
dling it from the deck.

But the boat rl;ih['ed itself, and I saw Mr. Miller and five or six
others climb back Into it. I am afraid the rest were drowned. The
second boat pnt off was No. 6, in charge of Fourth Officer Langsell,
an Austrian. This boat contalned 40 steerage passengers and a crew of
about 10. It got away safely.

It seems now, though, that both this boat and the boat containing
the first officer and a few more were lost In the storm,

Bear in mind that there were 10 men of the crew put down
in the first boat. Ten men of the crew also were put down in
the second boat.

The third boat was in charize of Boatswain Soderstrom. It was No.
7. The boat struck the sea all right, but the wash carried it under the
quarter, and the ship literally sat down on it. It was crushed into

a mass of s?llnters. About 50 steerage passengers and members of the
crew were lost. The boatswain managed to cllni to the tackle bg
a sgrlng from the stern sheets. He climbed back on the ship an
worked at my side when we were fighting those devilish flames.

The boats were in good condition and so was the tackle. They had
been inspected In New York within two months and in Rotterdam under
the Dutch regulations. T stopped lowering boats then, because all of
the tralned men were gone and because it seemed hopeless to try to
fight such a sea. There was a 15-foot drop from the boat deck to the’
water, and it was taking frightful chances to lower boats.

That was not a great distance from the boat to the water; not
as much as it would usually be.

Here is an explanation of how some of the other members of
the crew were lost, given later in the interview:

The wateh below had been at breakfast, The first explosion and rush
of flame had caught those poor fellows and burned them to death where
they sat or while they were trying to struggle toward the open. They
didn’t have a chance on earth.

About 15 lifeboats would carry every passenger upon that
boat, for the average is about 50 apiece. Suppose you were to
adopt this bill, two able seamen to each boat, so that there
would be 30 of them for lifebonts, and you were to put in this
provision that no one in any other department shall be com-
pelled to be trained in the handling of lifeboats, with 10 for the
first boat, 10 for the second boat, 10 for the third boat put down
into the sea. none would be left who have any training. So I
gdy, Mr. President——

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. TuorNTON in the chair).
Does the Senator from Ohio yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. BURTON. Certainly.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I am not entirely certain that T under-
stand the statement of the Senator from Ohio with reference to
the provision that seamen serving in one department of a vessel
shall not be required to do duty in another department. My
own understanding of that language would be that an engineer,
for example, could not be compelled to do duty upon deck, and
a fireman could not be compelled to act as a steward; but does
the Senator think it means that the captain of a ship could not
compel the entire erew to undergo such drills as might be
necessary to enable them in time of need to maneuver the vessel
or to save life? In this connection I call the Senator’s attention
to the language which follows:

But these provislons—

Meaning all the provisions that precede—

but these govisions shall not limit either the authority of the master
or other officer or the obedience of the seamen when, in the judgment
of the master or other officer, all the sailors or all the firemen or tha
whole crew is needed for the maneuvering of the vessel or the per-
formance of work necessary for the safety of the vessel or her eargo or
for the saving of life aboard other vessels in jeopardy.

That would seem to do away with the provision in the cases
which are mentioned, and whenever any occasion should arise
for the maneuvering of the vessel by the entire crew the cap-
tain could command the services of all, no matter in what de-
partment they are engaged. If he thinks it is necessary for the
safety of the vessel or her cargo or to save life on board an-
other vessel he can command the services of the entire crew, no
matter in what department they are employed. That being so,
does it not necessarily follow that it would be in the power ef
the captain to compel men to submit to such drill and instrue-
tions as would be necessary to enable them to perform that
duty in case of need?

Mr. BURTON. No; because this refers distinetly to the con-
dition of an emergency, maneuvering the vessel, or performing
work necessary for the safety of the vessel; that is, he ecan
call them out in time of emergency, in the case of a storm,
when the vessel itself is in danger or when another vessel is in
danger, for the saving of life on another boat, but when it
comes to training them for that work you have here a pro-
vision that the lifeboats shall have two able seamen.

Mr., SUTHERLAND. It does not say there shall not be any
o}hiers except that. That, it occurs to me, is a minimum pro-
vision.

Mr. BURTON. There would be the right to call on the other
sailors or deck hands besides the two for each lifeboat, but not
those in another deparfment,

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I am ftrying to get at the Senator's
view of it. The distinet language of the provision is, if I may
paraphrase it a bit, that when, in the judgment of the master
or other officer, all the sailors or the whole crew are needed for
this specific purpose their service may be required.

Mr. BURTON. It is not when all the sailors or all the fire-
men or the whole erew are needed, but it is nll the sailors or
all the firemen. That does not refer to the training that pre-
cedes. It is not an easy thing to drill a seaman so that he will
be thoroughly adept in an emergency; it takes a good deal of
time,
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. Mr. SUTHERLAND. My question is this: I think the Sena-
tor agrees with the suggestion which I make as to the con-
struction of the language to the effect that in the cases of need
specified here the entire crew can be called upon to render these
services irrespective of the department in which they may be
employed. But the Senator seems to think that while in a case
of need that may be done, the eaptain is powerless to instruct
the entire crew so as to ennble them to render that service.

Mr. BURTON. Yes; and in the bill which was framed by
the Senate committee last winter a provislon for compulsory
lifeboat drills in port was most strenuously resisted by the
advocates of the La Follette substitute.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Of course I know nothing about that.

Mr. BURTON. It is on the general theory that each depart-
ment should be as far as possible separate, and that there
should be sallors enough to take charge of the boats or anything
pertaining to the navigation of the vessel. It is on that general
theory. It is perfectly clear what the theory is.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. The query in my mind was this: The
provision is that seamen serving 1n one department shall not be
required to do duty in another department—that they shall not
be interchanged. I am not certain about my own construction
of it, but I submit it to the Senator. It seems to me that that
would mean that the seaman in one department could not be
called upon to do ordinary duty in another department.

Mr. BURTON. That is, in the ordinary course of things?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. In the ordinary course of things. But
that language standing alone, as it seems to me, would certainly
not prevent the training of these men to respond to this supreme
call whenever it came to save life, to save the ship. I can see
nothing in the langnage——

Mr. BURTON. Certainly it means that they shall not be re-
quired to do duty in another department, and the whole object
of the bill is to separate the sailing department from all the
rest. What is the objection, if that be true, to putting in
stewards or engineers or firemen to take charge of these boats
if they show superior competency? Does it not logically come
to that?

Mr, SUTHERLAND. As I understand the language it would
include those. It says either sailors or firemen or the whole
crew. The whole crew certainly includes the stewards and
everyone else,

Mr. BURTON. Why is the provision so carefully set forth
over here in section 12 on page 167—
unless she shall have safficient crew to man each lifeboat with not less
than two men ef the rating of able seamen or higher.

Why does it not say men who are competent, in whatever
department they are found?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I am not discussing that particular
feature of it. It does not seem to me to bear upon the gues-
tion I submitted to the Senator.

Mr, BURTON. They are very closely coupled.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. As it occurs to me, the reason for a
provision of that kind would be that then you would have a
definite standard by which these men are to be tested. When
you say that you shall have a man of sufficient skill yon have
left the standard open to somebody's discretion, to somebody’s
judgment ; but when you say that he shall be an able seaman
then you have a definite requirement. He must be a man who
has served three years upon the sea or upon the Great Lakes,
and he must be not less than 19 years of age. Then you have
a definite standard established; but when you say that a man
shall be of sufficient skill you have an indefinite provision.
That is the way it occurs to me, But I come back to the other
proposition——

Mr. BURTON. I should like very much to continue, but if
the Senator desires to ask any further question I will yleld.
I have already, it seems to me, given my views clearly on that
subject. If the Senator desires to ask any further question, I
will yleld for that purpose.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. The only further question I was going
to submit to the Senator was whether under this language of
the first section that seamen serving in one department shall
not be required to perform duty in another department there
is anything aflirmative which would prevent the training of all
the crew to respond to this call in the case of a supreme
emergency ?

Mr. BURTON. In an emergency of that kind, of course he
can call them all out.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Is there anything in the bill which
would prevent their being instructed or trained so as to be
able to meet that emergency?

Mr. BURTON. It points——

Mr. SUTHERLAND. If the Senator will bear with me for
just a moment, in other words, the training of a steward to

assist in the handling of a lifeboat would not be-to employ him
in a separate department. It would be to train him for a
special service in case of emergency.

Mr. BURTON. 1 beg pardon. What did the Senator say just
at the close?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. T say to compel a steward, for example,
in connection with other members of the crew to engage in work
for the purpose of training him in the handling of a lifeboat and
to go into drills wounld not be to employ him in another depart-
ment, but it would be to fit him to perform a duty which under
the law he should be compelled to perform.

Mr. BURTON. The provisions is that there shall be a num-
ber of able seamen upon each boat, and the whole theory of the
bill is to divide up the different duties. For instance. there has
been much controversy about allowing or compelling sailors to
assist in unloading at ports. Where a boat goes to an out-of-
the-way port, query, can you ask the sailor to do anything in
the way of unloading? That is what is behind this whole clnss
of lezislation for restricting work to one department. It has its
merits in many eases; but I say the men who are in the en-
gineer's department and the firemen and in the steward’s depart-
ment ought to be required to take the driil.

In this connection I wish to say that the drill shounld be as
well in port as out at sea. Neither ean be sufficient without the
other. Seamen generally are very bitterly oppesed to the re-
quirement of drill in port, and, generally speaking, vessel owners
do not want any drill out at sea.

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio
yleld to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr. BURTON. I do.

Mr. BRADLEY. I should like to ask the Senator a question.
As I understand the language of the bill, it prohibits the em-
ployment of seamen in different departments. Now, if you take
the seamen in all the departments and undertake to drill them
and require them in the act of drilling to perform duties in the
department to which they belong, does not that section of the
bill prevent the drilling of the seamen?

Mr. BURTON. Clearly.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohlo
yield to the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. BURTON. I do.

Mr. NORRIS. On that particular point I shonld like to have
the Senator state wherein the bill reported by the committee is
any different from the substitute as far as the training of the
seamen is concerned.

Mr. BURTON. That isnot in the bill as reported by the com-
mittee as I reeall it.

Mr. NORRIS. No: this is the language:

And seamen serving in one department of a vessel shall not be re-
quired to do duty in another department.

That is in the substitute but not in the committee bill.

Mr. BURTON. It is not in the committee Dill.

Mr. NQRRIS. The question I ask is wherein is there any
difference in the two bills as far as the training of the crew is
concerned?

Mr. BURTON. Because under the bill as reported by the
committee there would be absolute liberty and authority to call
on a man and to train a man for any serviece connected with
the management of the boat, the safety of life, or anything
of that kind, while this inserts a prohibition on that and di-
vides the crew into different departments.

Mr. NORRIS. Does the Senator believe that this Innguage
would prohibit, for instance, the master from requiring a fire-
man, let us say, to train in the management and the lowering
of a lifeboat?

Mr. BURTON. Most decidedly; that is, he could not be re-
quired to do it. It does not go so far as to prevent him from
volunteering to do it if he wants to.

Mr. NORRIS. Then the Senator would really construe this
langnage, it seems to me, so as to nullify it. Now, the lan-
guage following says:

But these provislons—

That is, the one I have just read and others—
but these provisions shall not limit either the authority of the master
or other officer or the obedience of the seamen when, In the judgment
of the master or other officer, all the sailors or all the flremen or the
whole crew Is ed for the maneuvering of the vessel or the perform-
ance of work necessary for the safety of the vessel or her cargo or
for the saving of life aboard other vessels in jeopardy.

I take it that when in the judgment of the master an emer-
gency has arisen and he calls on these men it is their duty to
respond ; and if he calls on a fireman to lower a lifeboat, al-
though it is a different department, it is his duty to do it. But
the Senator’s construction of the bill would mean that the duty
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the law itself provides he must perform in case of an emergency
he would not be able to perform becausa he could not drill for it.
Does the Senator think that any court would possibly put such a
construetion on the law?

Mr. BURTON. Certainly. Of course, in time of emergency
you can call upon every man in the boat. Indeed, yon can call
upon passengers as well

Mr. NORRIS. Exactly.

Mr. BURTON. But you can not under this provision drill
him for that purpose.

Mr. NORRIS. It is his duty when called on in an emergency
to perform whatever work the master says he shall perform.
Would it not follow that it is just as important to train for that
duty, if that is his duty, as any other duty in ordinary times?

Mr. BURTON,. The point is that he is absolutely not required
to do work outside of his particular department.

Mr, NORRIS. Obh, no.

Mr. BURTON. That is, he is not required to serve in any
service of that kind except in a case of emergency.

Mr. NORRIS. Exactly; but that duty, when he is called upon
to perform it, is a duty just the same as any other work that
might be in his own department. The reason why he is to be
trained for work in his own department by drill is that he may
become more efficient, But here is a case of emergency, where
this other duty is made supreme by law itself; and what rea-
son is there why he should not be trained for that duty the same
as any other duty?

Mr. BURTON. Because there are two special men who are
selected for doing that work.

Mr. NORRIS. I understand that; but the Senator con-

cedes——

Mr. BURTON. They must be two able-bodied senmen, men
who have served three years or more.

Alr. NORRIS. The Senator would concede that a man work-
ing on deck would be trained or drilled in lowering a boat
under this law?

Mr. BURTON. Yes; he might be.

Mr. NORRIS. That is because it is the duty of the man
working on deck to lower a boat when called upon. Now, in
case of an emergency it becomes the duty of the firemen to
lower a boat. Then why can he not be trained in lowering a
boat? ;

AMr. BURTON. Simply because they are not to be required
except in the case of that emergency to do anything of that
kind.

Mr. NORRIS. He is trained for one, because it is his duty.
Then he could be trained for the other which is admitted to be
his duty just the same under an emergency.

Mr. BURTON. If the Senator from Nebraska had been
through the hearings in this case, he would have found very
much oppoesition. There was a provision in the bill that was
siricken out last session when this measure was under con-
sideration. I consented that it be stricken out last winter just
beeanse of opposition. I think his judgment would be somewhat
modified in regard to it.

Again, I wish to say that, in pursuance of what I have been
saying——

Mr. LA FOLLETTI. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio
yield to the Senator from Wisconsin?

Mr. BURTON. Yes.

Mr, LA FOLLETTE. I think the Senator from Ohlo creates
a wrong impression. What he says may be quite misleading to
the Senate respecting the opposition to a provision for drilling
in the lifeboat service. I do not understand that any opposition
has been made by those representing the seamen to any train-
ing of the men or drilling of the men in lifeboat service or any
other service, except when it was proposed to make that the
test of efficiency or as a substitute for the test of efliciency of
able seamen on the vessel. The opposition to lifeboat drill on
the part of the seamen has always been limited to making that
the test or to substitute that for the standard of efficiency
which is recognized by all the countries pretty nearly of the
world—that is, three years' service at sea on deck.

I purpose to offer an amendment here—and I will say that it
has no opposition from those representing the seamen—requir-
ing, under the directions of the Secretary of Commerce, the
framing of rules and regulations for lifeboat drill and for fire
drill and for the assigning of passengers when they are booked
for the sea to certain lifeboats, so that they may understand
where they are to go.

The struggle regarding this provision for drilling has always
been against having that take the place of a requirement that a
certain number of trained seamen shall be employed upon every
vessel before they depart from one of our ports. The lifeboat

drill which is provided in the bill as reported might be had in
the harbor, and men who never had been at sea at all might be
so trained that they could make under most favorable circum-
stances, in a quiet sea and with a vessel at rest, such a showing
with respect to swinging out a lifeboat and lowering it, and all
that, as to equip themselves under the provisions of the bill as
reported to be efficient lifeboat men, because that is all that is
required. They are not required to have any knowledge of the
sea itself. The opposition to that provision has always been
upon the ground that it was proposed to substitute it for a
standard of efficiency; in other words, it is against the shipping
of green men, expecting to train them and give them the pre-
liminary training in the harbor so that they could pass the in-
spection and be shipped as efficient lifeboat men, and then get
the balance of thelr training at sea in lowering and manning
lifeboats.

Mr. BURTON. I will ask the Senator from Wisconsin if he
is willing to have put in here a provision for a drill of all the
seamen on board for lifeboats?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I will read a rough draft of an amend-
ment which I have framed.

Mr., BURTON. And, second, I want to ask him if he is will-
ing that there shall be an examination by inspectors to see who
are the most competent of those who engage in that drill and
who are best able to handle lifeboats?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I am not willing, Mr. President, to
have anything substituted in this bill for the standard of able
seamen.

Mr. BURTON. In other words, it is insisted that three years
shall be the standard and the only standard. The men may be
fourfold more agile—

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I beg the Senator’s pardon; that is not
80, because the substitute requires not only that, but starting in
on section 12, page 23, with the provision as to lifeboats,
line 6——

Mr. BURTON. What is the page, once again?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Page 23 of the copy where both bills
are printed together.

My. BURTON. That is, the print with the caps?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Yes, sir. I think perhaps I had better
read it from line 18, on page 22.

Mr. BURTON. Very good.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE (reading) :

Nor unless 40 fer cent in the first year, 45 per cent in the second
year, 50 per cent in the third g‘ear, 55 per cent in the fourth year after
the passage of this act, and thereafter 65 per cent of her deck crew,
exclusive of licensed officers, are of a rating not less than able seaman :
Provided, That no vessel carrying ﬁ.assengers. except those navigating
rivers and harbors exclusively, shall be permitted to depart from any
port of the United States unless she is provided and equipped with a
sufficient number of seaworthy lifeboats to ecarry the transport at one
time every passenger and every member of the crew licensed to be car-
rled on board such vessel and unless she shall have a sufficient crew to
man each lifeboat with not lees than two men of the rating of able
seaman or higher who shall be drilled in the handling and lowering of
lifchoats under rules and regulations to be preacrlbedg by the Board of
Supervising Inspectors with the approval of the Secretary of Commerce,

Mr. BURTON. What is your amendment?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I am not prepared to offer it at this
time, because I will modify it.

Mr. BURTON. What is the substance of it?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. After the word * Commerce,” on line
13, page 16, insert:

Provided further, That the Board of Supervising Inspeetors be, and
are hereby, authorized and directed to preseribe rules and regulations,
to be approved by the SBecretary of Commerce, to provide, In harbor and
at sea, for lifeboat drill and fire drill to Le held for the training of
the erew in fighting fire, in abandoning the vessel, and in carlng for the
pussengl'ers. and 1o provide for the assignment of each passenger to a

articular place In the lifeboats, said asslgnment to be made at the

ime the person is taken aboard the vessel as a passenger, who shall
thereupon be Informed of such assignment. Every failure to comply
with the rules and regulations authorized by this proviso shall, upon
conviction, subject the master or the vessel to a fine of not less than
$60 nor more than $200. The provisions herein with respect to life-
boat drill, fire drill, in training the crew in fizhting fire, and In aban-
doning the vessel, In so far as the same relates to such drill at sea,
shall not apply to vessels of foreign nations. But as to foreign vessels
at Bea sald board shall deliver to the master of every such vessel de-

rting from a port of the United States a copy of said rules and regu-
atlons, together with a recommendation that the master of such for-
elgn vessel comply with such rules and regulations at sea.

Mr. BURTON. I take it, Mr. President, that under our exist-
ing laws the supervising inspectors have ample power to require
boat drills and fire drills as well. There is certainly no objec-
tion, though, to putting that in statutory form. I am not sure
but that it would help.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. And to making it obligatory upon them
to enforee such regulations.

Mr. BURTON. That is, upon the master?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Certainly, upon the master: and not
only authorize but to direct the promulgation of these rules.
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Mr. BURTON. I should like to examine the section, perhaps,
before it is decided; but at present I see no objection to that.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I will say to the Senator that T will
perfeet this and offer it later. !

Mr, BURTON. The supervising inspectors last winter raised
the gquestion as to who sheuld supervise and direct those drills.
The officers of the service stated that it would be impracticable
for them to take that up on any large scale becsuse it would re-
quire so much ef their time as to require additional officers and
that in the first instance it should be left to the master, but
with their right to make regilations and to supervise. Rut,
Mr. President, here you are trying to fix an absolutely artificial
standard. No man, except a man who has ser~ved three years
on deck at sea, can fulfill this requirement. There may be an
engineer fourfold more competent, there may be a fireman who
is much more competent, but you must have two of these deck
hands for every boat. Take such a boat as that of which I gave
the illustration of yesterday as a good one to begin with—the
Imperator, 1t would reguire carrying 120 extra able seamen
just to eomply with this provision. Take a number of our lake
boats, take the boats on the Fall River Line, take the boats
that ply along on the Atlantic const, and you are impesing here
a regulation under which you eompel them to take a large num-
ber of extra and unnecessary men. No examination is reguired;
there is no standard as to competency. If a man has served
three years, you can accept him; but you can mot put anyone
. else in, no matter how much more competent he may be. 1If
there is any one thing that developed from the Titanic inguiry
it was that some of the men who had served longest were least
alert and lenst competent.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Now, Mr. "President, will the Senator
permit me to interrupt him?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio
yield to the Senator from Wisconsin?

Mr. BURTON. Certainly.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The Senator from Ohio can not find
in this provision a line or a word that prevents the putting
into one of these lifeboats of as many competent men as the
vessel can earry. It simply does provide and does require
that at least two able seamen shall be provided for every
lifeboat.

Mr. BURTON. Yes, Mr. President, and with the great ca-
pacity of modern steamships in the trans-Atlantic and trans-
Pacific trade, and with that on the Lakes and on our other
waters, this would reguire them te double and to treble, and
sgometimes to even quadruple, the mumber of seamen when they
have alrendy in the crew men who are just as competent to
do this work. Not long ago the stewards of the 8t. Louis
formed a little boat club; they challenged all comers; and in
the competition they beat everyone that came along. They
were athletes, as a good many of these stewards are, some
being excellent football players.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. They would not be barred under the
provisions of this proposed substitute or of the bill as reported
from being assigned to these lifeboats and from operating them
and assisting in their operation.

Mr. BURTON. According to the Senator’s theory, they would
not be barred from being assigned in time of emergency or in
a subordinate position, but they would be barred frem filling
this requirement of two for each lifeboat. They might be the
most competent men on the boat; they might be the most per-
manent; they might be the best adapted for the work; but they
would have, mevertheless, to go on in a position subordinate
to two men who had served three years.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. There is no reason why those men
nnder the terms of this bill could not be assigned to the lower-
ing of a lifebont—one of them assigned to the bow and the other
assigned to the stern. This requirement is simply that there
shall be a sufficient nuniber of able senmen, so that there can
at least be two assigned to -each lifeboat, but the position that
they shall take in the lifeboat, or as to whether they shall be
put in a subordinate position in the lifeboat, does not appear in
the bill and is not dealt with at all. Tt wwould be entirely within
the control of the master of the vessel to so place the men that
he would get, and the passengers would get, the very best
service out of each lifeboat.

Mr. BURTON. 'That necessarily would arise. You have pre-
seribed by law that there shall be two able seamen. What have
you done that for? It is on the theory that they are the best
men for the work, that they are the men who should have
charge of the 'boat, and that nobody else has equal competency
with them.

There are several other features in regard to this subject to
which T desive to advert. In the first place, to repeat in part,
on any ‘boat with a large passenger list, it requires a mumber

of able seamen, far in excess of the whole number of seamen
required on the boat for the ordinary work of navigation. It
wonld bear down with especial weight on many of the boats on
inland waters and on the Lakes.

In the next place, it has been shown by actual trial that the
stewards in most instances measure up, and in many instances
are superior, to the sailor men in their facility with oars.
There is no better illustration of this than the one I gave yes-
terday. I do not know but that there were some saflors put in
by the captain of the Grosser Kurfurst, but men selected were
from the steward's department, the coal passers, and the fire-
men, who went out at the very beginning, and who were the
first to save lives. 21 in number, off that boat. When the eap-
tain had the selection of the men, he selected the best men he
bhad. Now, it is stated in this bill, no matter how competent
they may be, no matter how athletic they may be—and almost
always they are more permanent in the boats than are the
sailors—many of the stewards on some of the boats have heen
there from 10 to 12 years, and have pride in their association
with the boats; while the average trip of a sailor is not more
than abount a year; he changes——

Mr. NORRIS. They may be able seamen.

Mr. BURTON. ©Oh, no. The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
La Forrerre], I think, inadvertently made a statement here
ryesterday that was open to this construction. He stated that
they were available as boatmen when they had been three years
on the sea; but he says there shall npt be less than twe men of
the rating of “able seamen™ or higher. Those must be men
who have been on the deck, in the deck service.

I have here some figures showing the number of men in a
few boats—the deck service and others. Take, for instance,
the American ship, the Siberia. She has in the deck department
45, including the first officer; in all, 50. In the engineers’ de-
partment she has 188; in the stewards' department. 96. Yon
see that is the way they run. Here is a Japanese boat, the
Tenyo Maru, that has in the deck department 63, inclnding the
officers; in the engineers’ department, 65—the proportion is
somewhat less there—in the stewards’ department, called here
the pursers’ department, 120.

Then T have the figures on the German steamer, the Kaiser
Withelm der Grosse, and there there are in the deck department,
including all of the sailors and all of the officers, 53; in the
engineers’ department—they are given separately here—they
number 179, Then the pursers’ department on that boat is
counted differently, including the cooks, ete., and of those there
are 25; in the stewards’ department there are 191,

So you see, according to that, the deck force is altogether the
smallest, and, with the number of passengers they carry, the
whole deck force would not be sufficient to man the boats.

Mr. SUTHERLAND, Mr. President, can the Senator from
‘Oliio tell us how many lifeboats there are carried on the Siberig,
or what would be the full complement of lifeboats?

AMr. BURTON. It is not stated here. I should fancy that
the full number—I do not know, but the Senator from Utah
knows better than I how large a passenger list that boat carries
if she goes from the Pacific coast—I should fancy that there
would be about 40 lifeboats.

Mr. SUTHERLAND., The Senator may be right, but I should
think not, because on the ship that was lost last year, the White
Star liner, the Tilanie, the full complement of lifeboats was
only 84 on that great ship, as I understand.

Mr. BURTON. Well, but she did not have nearly enough.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Her full complement, however, would
have only been 84.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. 1If she had had a sufficient number for
every soul on board, she would ouly have had 84.

Mr. BURTON. Not guite. She at times would certainly have
more than 2,000, including the steerage and all. She carries
about 700 first-class passengers.

AMr. SUTHERLAND. Something over 2,200 altogether.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. She had on board. if the Senator will
permit me, 2,201 people at the time of the disaster.

Ar. BURTON. Yes; but that was on her first trinp.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. That was with a crew of 885. Thirty-
four lifeboats would have carried everybody, and under the sub-
stitute bill it would have reguired 68 sailors fo man them.

Mr. BURTON. Let me call attention to another matter.
Sixty to a liféboat, I think, are too many.
"&SUTHERLAND. Of course, it depends on the size of the

5

Mr. BURTON. I can tell what this bill will result in. There
isa recent report here—if T have time I may pessibly read from
it, but at this moment I can not put my hands upon it—in which
the largest-sized lifeboat is condemned and lifeboats which earry
about 50, or from 50 to 60, are preferred. The result of this
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would be that large and perhaps unwieldy lifeboats would be
placed upon the ships, and that is a point to be considered in
regard to any legislation of this kind.

A lifeboat—what is it? There are lifeboats and lifeboats.
There 1s one type, known as the Lundin, a collapsible, which
carries 75 people on a length of 28 feet. The Englehardt carries
about 54. The lifeboats which are used on the Lakes carry only
about 18 to 20. That is the size most adapted to them. How
are you going to harmonize any such regulation as this with all
those different sizes of lifeboats?

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from
Ohio, who lives, as I do, upon the Lakes, have we not a regula-
tion or law under which a department of our Government can
pass upon the guestion as to what will conform with the re-
guirements?

Mr. BURTON. Yes; if the Senator from Illinois will re-
mind me of that later, I want to dwell on that somewhat fully,
and I may reach it very soon.

Mr. LEWIS. I felt that that removed the embarrassment to
which the Senator has'adverted. i

Mr. BURTON. See right here the indefiniteness of this pro-
vision. If a lifeboat carries 20 people, each must have two able
geamen; if it earries the maximum eapacity, which is between
70 and 80, then the requirement is the same. Each must also
have two able seamen.

There is one other provision here that I do not altogether like
to talk against, because it seems so reasonable, which has been
put into this bill for the first time, one which has been in
no preceding bill and which, if it were generally known, would
raise an outcry that would certainly come In very strong
language to the Senate. I refer to the following provision:

Provided, That no vessel carrying passengers, except those navigating
rivers and harbors exclusively, shall be permi{(‘nd to depart from any
port of the United States unless she i{s provided and equipped with &
sufficient number of seaworthy lifeboats to carry and transport at ome
time every passenger and every member of the crew licensed to be
carried on board such vessel. )

That is absolutely new. Mr. President, that wounld put many
excursion boats out of business. I do not know but that it would
be best to have them stay in port at New York on the hot days
and not go out to Coney Island; but they could not comply with
that requirement. Excursion boats run from Boston and on the
inland waters from Detroit and Sandusky. Why could they
not comply with that requirement? The supervising inspectors
have, ns suggested by the Senator from Illinvis [Mr. Lewis],
very carefully considered that matter. They have allowed, to
a certain extent, rafts to be substituted where the vessels op-
erate near land. They say this: “ Take a great excursion boat
with, say, 2.000 people on her. If a panic should arise, a life-
boat would not do any good. The passengers would rush over
to the boats and trample upon each other. The only recourses
in that case are another boat coming alongside or life pre-
servers.” It is a pretty bad alternative, I am frank to say,
and I do not like to stand up here and criticize a provision of
that kind, because, akstractly, at first sight it seems right;
but the inspectors and others who have examined into the
question have greatly modified the requirements for long-dis-
tance voyages in this respect. They have relieved excursion
boats from this provision. Where a boat sails in shallow waters,
where her hull wounld not be submerged In case she sank, they
have substituted for lifeboats other appliances for saving life,
such as rafts. If yon are going to go this far with all boats
outside of harbors and rivers, I do not see why you should not
include the rivers and the harbors as well

According to the statistics in the Statistical Abstract the
number of lives lost on the rivers is about as great, notwith-
standing the traffic is Immeasurably less, as it is on the Lakes.
The worst disaster in the history of American vessels was the
one which befell the General Slocum. And where did it happen?
In a river and in a harbor both. So, under the provisions of the
proposed substitute, it would cut out excursion boats. Suppose
a ship rounds a headland; if she keeps near to land, is she in
any worse position than coming down in the deep portion of the
Hudson River? ?

All this goes to show how impracticable it is to pass a bill of
this kind, made up of generalities. There is an infinite diversity
in our ships—in size, in propulsive power, in the distance they
go, in the number of passengers they earry, and whether they
go by day or by night. I want to say if there is anyone who
thinks he can frame a general Ilaw that will cover all these
cases, I should certainly salute him as a person of the very
grearest and highest degree of wisdom. I do not believe it ean
be done. I do not beliéve you can frame satisfactory or fair
general provisions as to the number of lifeboats. I do not be-
lieve you can frame provisions requiring able seamen to take
care of lifeboats that will not be utterly impracticable.

In this eonnection, Mr. President, if this bill were to pass, the
requirement that 40 per cent of the deck crew the first year
must be able seamen is, on most of the passenger boats, a baga-
telle in comparison with the requirement that there shall be
two able seamen for each lifeboat. Complaint enongh is made
of the first provision, but the requirement of two able seamen
for each lifeboat would so strain the demands for able seamen
that you could not find them in the country.

People sometimes say we delay passing bills, Well, we had
an {llustration last winter. I favored the manning bill, then
under consideration. That appled to about 300 boats, wherens
this bill would apply to about 3,000, I most cordially favored
the requirement for an additional mate, making three mates
on one class of boats, and two mates on another. Well, the
vessel gwners wanted to obtain under that bill about 250 extra
mates, but they have not gotten them up to this time, There
are probably some two hundred boats and tugs which have been
or are amenable to fine because they have not complied with
that law. The law was passed to take effect immedintely. They
could not, however, find the men, Representatives of the union
and of the vessel owners got together and talked the matter
over amicably., Both recognized the situation. and. as I am
informed by a man who was present—and I believe the Senator
from Florida [Mr. FrercHER] was present at one of those con-
ferences—the question was asked by the owners of the ships,
“How much do you want for those mates? What wages?”
“ Seventy dollars a month.” *“All right.” One owner said, * We
will take 20" ; another said this number and another said that
number, but hardly a man could be furnished to go into the
service. We passed that bill with the best of intentions. I
joined in reporting it. It provided that on a tug there should
be an extra mate, but on Long Island Sound and everywhere
else where they are searching for them they can hardly find a
man who will go on as mate. He does not like the job.

If that is true in regard to that bill, which only required
250 additional men, what will be true in regard to this bill,
when heretofore there has not been any such classification as
“able seaman "? It has never existed; but, like a bolt out of
the clear sky, you propose to create it now, and within 90 days
compel every boat to have all this equipment. -

Mr. President and Senators, it would be absolutely impossible.
There is not a requirement in regard to manning boats by able
seamen in any country of the world, except Australia. They
have the grade of able seamen in England and Norway, in
France and in Germany, but they do not make a requirement
that a certain proportion of the crew shall be able seamen.
In Australia they do in the coastwise trade; but if a boat comes
from England or from Hongkong, they do not compel her to
be manned with able seamen in this way; they leave her alone.
There are conflicting reports about the result; one is that it has
greatly increased the cost of operation.

I desire to return a moment to the idea of three years’ serv-
ice being necessary to constitute an able seaman. Oftentimes
the young fellow who has been in the service six months or
three months shows far greater facility than the man who has
been in thd service for three years. A man who has served
three years on the deck of a boat can apply to be a mate; and
%hose who are most progressive and able take the examination

or mate.

In some parts of the country, particularly on the Great
Lakes. during the years when the shipping has been increasing
g0 rapidly, almost anyone of ability who has served three years
can get a license as mate or first assistant engineer, and be
appointed ; indeed, under the regulations, a man does not have
to serve three years, the time required to become a boatman
under the substitute bill, to get a mate’s certificate on rivers
and inland waters; after two years a man may go to the in-
spectors and take the examination for mate; but here you are
putting in this impracticable and unreasonable requirement that
on every boat that crosses the ocean, on every boat that goes out-
side of a river or harbor, there shall be two able seamen of
three years' service on every lifeboat. No matter how com-
petent a man of less service may be, he is to be turned down.
You say to them, “ You do not fill the bill; we will have some
one who has been at sea three years.”

What is the fair test? Examine these men as to their skill—
stewards, firemen, whatever they may be. This country does
not think favorably of a limitation of time. What it regargds
is capacity and ability. I think I would myself favor a certain
amount of time at sea. T do not believe in bringing in a harbor
rat, letting him take the examination, and go right out as a
boat hand. I believe a “harbor rat” means a man who sticks
close to the harbor and never goes to sea. But to say that a
man has got to. serve three years, and then preseribe no other
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qualification, except to direct that he shall be drilled, is not only
unreasonable, but it is fraught with danger.

One other point I wish to make about this matter of lifeboats.
That provision will have to be examined with a good deal of
care. We can not afford——

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Taomas in the chair).
Does the Senator from Ohio yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. BURTON. Yes.

Mr. CUMMINS. The Senator from Ohio has said several
times that certain things in this bill ought to be examined with
a great deal of care—examined by whom?

Mr. BURTON. Examined by a legislative committee in con-
nection with men who are expert in the handling of nautical
affairs, ships, and so forth.

Mr, CUMMINS. Has not that been in progress for 15 or 20

ears?
5 Mr. BURTON. Well, I do not know about that. The commit-
tee last winter tried to bring before them the officers of the
Government who have to do with nautical affairs; and in the
bill which we framed last winter we sought, so far as possible,
to follow their suggestions.

Mr. CUMMINS. What I really want to know is, has not
this matter been under agitation, under discussion, and under
consideration for 15 or 20 years or more?

Mr. BURTON. Just what was desired has assumed a differ-
ent form every few years. As I said this morning, this so-
called seamen’s bill contained nothing about lifeboats or life-
boat hands until 1912, after the Titanic disaster.

Mr. CUMMINS. It seems to me the time has come to do
something. We ought to make some progress. If we have had
the subject under- consideration for nearly a quarter of a
century, somebody ought to have a rather definite and intelli-
gent notion of what should be done. But that really is not
what I rose to ask the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. BURTON. Just one minute. I want to say, as I said
the other day, that the great difficulty in this legislation has

been the antagonism between the two elements, both of them

making unusual demands. I wish they could be placed in a
room as a jury is and told: “ You will stay there until you
come to some agreement.” I do not suppose, however, that
they would reach any agreement even then.

Mr. CUMMINS. The chief difficulty, I presume, has been
that it would cost the shipowners something, and they do not
want to pay the additional cost. That is the real difficuity.

Mr. BURTON., With unanimous voice they deny that.

Mr. CUMMINS. But just see what the Senator said a few
moments ago about the bill that was passed last winter, and
the inability of certain shipowners to secure the third mate.
They would have no difficulty in securing him if they would
pay him sufficient wages, would they?

Mr. BURTON. Obh, by no means.

Mr. CUMMINS. Then it is a mere matter of whether or not
they are willing to pay enough to him.

Mr. BURTON. That was what I tried to make clear. They
could not get him at all. There are three associations. I think
I have here a minute of the associations. The matter attracted
go much notice that an official went over from Washington.
There is the Association of Masters, Mates, and Pilots of New
York; there is the American Merchant Marine Association.
which includes a few engineers, and is located at Boston; and
there is the so-called Neptune Association of New York. The
first and third simply expressed their inability to furnish the
men.

The men who were the owners of ships said to them: “ State
a price you ought to have.” When that price was stated, they
gaid, “We would like a considerable number of men at that
figure ”; but they could not get them. You can hardly get
them to go on these tugs at all. -

Mr. CUMMINS. I should think not, at fifty or sixty or
seventy dollars a month.

Mr. BURTON. Beventy dollars a month was the figure.

Mr. CUMMINS. I should not think that would be very at-
tractive.

What ¥ really rose to ask the Senator from Ohio, purely as a
matter of information, was this, if I may premise it by a word
or two——

Mr. BURTON. Certainly.

Mr, CUMMINS. The whole course of the argument of the
Senator from Ohio has been to indicate that what is known as
the seaman, the able-bodied or able seaman, is not much of a
fellow.

Mr, BURTON. Oh, I would not say that.

Mr. CUMMINS. That he is to y.rform mainly menial work,
and that the highest and most important duty relating to these

emergencies that sometimes come ought to be performed, and
pro’ ably can be better performed, by somebody else than the
able seaman.

I do not know, but I should like to ask the Senator from
Ohie, what is the rank of the various employees on a ship?
Does a waiter rank higher and get more pay than an able
seaman?

Mr. BURTON. I am unable to give the figures in regard to
that. I should be more familiar with the trans-Atlantic liners.
I should say that the compensation of the stewards, as they are
called, would be considerably more than that of the sailors; but
it is contingent upon the so-called fees or tips, which are very
well established as to amount. The old practice was that at the
end of the voy:age every occupant of a berth on an ocean steamer
must give 10 shillings, or §2.50, to his steward, and that he must
give the same amount to the waiter at his table.

Mr. CUMMINS. That is not one of the regulations of the
law, however?

Mr. BURTON. Noj; but it is one of the expenses that every-
body pays. !

Mr. CUMMINS. But excluding that, which I take it.is a
mere gratuity and is intended generally to secure a service that
will not be rendered without a bribe, what is the compensation
of a waiter as compared with the compensation of an able
seaman ?

Mr. BURTON. Really, I am not able to state about that.

Mr. CUMMINS. What is the relative rank or dignity or com-
pensation of an able seaman as compared with a coal passer?

Mr. BURTON. I do not think there is any invidious distine-
tion or comparison between the two. I think the coal passer
would have higher wages and shorter hours. It is utterly un-
satisfactory to study those figures, because they differ so widely
in different parts of the world. I have some figures here, some-
where, on that subject.

Mr. CUMMINS. But if we can not compare them by com-
pensation, how do they rank in what might be called the dignity
of the service or the labor?

Mr. BURTON. Obh, I think they go to work usually very
good-naturedly, without any ideas about dignity or rank or any-
thing of that kind.

Mr. CUMMINS. I do not mean that. How does the world
look upon them in estimating the value and importance of the
different kinds of labor which they perform?

Mr, BURTON. The fact is that the sailor is seeking promo-
tion. He is hardly ever satisfied with the position of sailor.

Mr. CUMMINS, That is a very happy condition of mind, I
am sure.

Mr. BURTON. That is especially true in our own country.
The steward is far more permanent on the boat and has a va-
riety of duties to perform which, while some of them are
entirely menial, involve a greater degree of familiarity, I should
say, with a larger number of subjects. That does not mean that
the steward is a better man; but the passengers give him little
commissions to perform, and he has the confidence of the passen-
gers who are with him in a way that makes the place an agree-
able one—especially agreeable if the passenger gives him a
pretty good-sized tip when he is through with the journey.

Mr. CUMMINS. Then the Senator from Ohio is unable to
say whether the able seaman, if he has had a successful expe-
rience of three years, is of more importance to the boat, does
a more valuable and higher grade of work on the boat, and is
ordinarily a man of higher intelligence than the waiter?

Mr. BURTON. I do not wish to place any estimate on the
relative positions of the two. I must say they are both men
who are performing an exceedingly valuable service; they are
both men who, in time of stress, wonld very likely prove very,
efficient, and even heroic. ;

Mr. CUMMINS. I do not wish to disparage either; but we
all know that there are ranks in labor, although we respect the
men without diserimination. There are some kinds of labor
that require more experience and more training and more
thought, if you please, than other kinds of labor; and according
to the law of the world those men receive a higher compensa-
tion. They are usually the men who have the ambition, as just
suggested by the Senator from Ohio, to reach up and occupy
still more important places in the world. I have always thought
the able seamen, as we call them, were of the higher rank, be-
cause the work they did and the work they might be called
upon to do was more important, more vital to the rervice in
which they were employed, than some other kinds of work in
the same service.

Mr. BURTON. You can not very %ell compare them with
any other service. Of course, those who have responsibilities
as lookouts or as wheelsmen occupy most responsible positions;
in fact, the boats could not be navigated without them.
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Mr. CUMMINS. Those places are filled not from the ranks
of the waiters but from the ranks of the seamen, are they not?

Mr. BURTON. Certainly. The fact that men have that
chance for promotion is what draws sailors to the Lakes or to
the sea from ounr country to-day. If it were not for that I
think it wounld be found exceedingly difficult to fill their ranks.

Mr. CCMMINS. I have no doubt of that., That is true of a
great many fields of human endeavor. If there were not op-
portunities beyond or above, they would be very difficult to
fill. But the Senator from Ohio, as I understand, agreed with
the committee which reported the bill; and I find that in the
bill there is a recognition of * able seamen.”

Mr. BURTON. That is, the grade is created, which I think
ought to be done,

Mr. CUMMINS. That must be upon the hypothesis that it
is a grade that ecarries with it some dignity and some capacity.
It must be nupon the theory that after three years of experi-
ence those who are able to survive that experience will be better
fitted to meet the perils of the sea than the man with one year,
or less than one year, of experience.

I can not quite understand the opposition to this bill, which
is based upon the notion that in the long run we will find
greater ability among other employees of the ship than among
the able seamen. It seems to me we will be more likely to find
men of capacity and of courage and of knowledge among the
men who have served three years upon the deck than among
those in any other part of the crew.

Mr. BURTON. Of course a man selecting a erew would
naturally prefer a2 man who had served three years to one who
had served only one year. There must be some degree of
superiority, presumably; and If the same man has served three
years, he is better than when he had served only one year.
But the point is that the duties to be performed are not of a
kind that require long training or experience. They are of a
very simple nature:

My, CUMMINS. Then why has the committee proposed the
creation of that rank? If there is really nothing in it, if itis a
gort of menial work, such as polishing brasses and scrubbing
floors, and that is about the end of it, why should we give it
dignity by deseribing it as the rank or degree of able seaman?

Mr. BURTON. Because, as I have already said, there is a
certain presumption that a man who has served three years is
better than a man who has served one year. As a second rea-
son, that grade has been established in other countries, and it
is a designation which is quite familiar over the world.

Mr. President, I have here a great deal more material that
I want to go over. I wish to return for a few moments to a
subject from which I departed for a long while, namely, the
precautions that should be taken.

I have already considered construction of hulls, fire, and
lifeboat equipment. There are a number of other things which
should be taken up.

First, in trans-Atlantic travel, there is the matter of ice
patrol, in which we have made great progress in the last few
years. In the year 1912 two cruisers, the Birmingham and the
Salem, were sent out to watch for icebergs. They were
equipped with the best of wireless apparatus, and sent the news
all around on the Atlantic lanes, In this year, 1913, revenue cut-
ters were sent out to wateh for the movement of icebergs, and
performed the same duty. It is very desirable that the expense
of maintaining this service in the respective zones ghould be a
matter of international agreement. It is too much to ask of
any one nation that it pay the bill. On the other hand, it is
absolutely necessary that all who take part in the service
should thoroughly cooperate, under well-established regulations.

In the same line I might mention derelicts. The figures that
are given on this subject in some recent reports are surprising—
the number of derelicts that have been abandoned in the track
of ships in the Atlantic Ocean. We have also for quite a num-
ber of years furnished a vessel for the destructipn of derelicts.
If a boat is golng at a high rate of speed, 20 knots or more,
and hits head-on an abandoned vessel, which may be so sub-
merged that the lookout can not see it, there is danger of
serious aceident,

It is very desirable that modern boats should be equipped
with twin screws—some of them are already equipped even
with triple screws—so that in case of the failure of one the
vessel may, nevertheless, go on its way. There are some boats
which have done most excellent service for many years with
a single screw. For instance, the Umbria, of the Cunard Line,
which was one of the two best boats for some years, being built
about 1884, continued in service as a single-screw steamer for
nearly, if not quite, 25 years, I think, and performed excellent
service without accident. But if there should be a breakdown,
such a boat would be left helpless in mid-ocean, and in case of
storm would be tossed about very seriously. g

1

Some days ago I made in my remarks a statement with regard
to line-carrying projectile guns, and stated that they were re-
quired by our own regulations. The object of one of these guns
is to throw a line from one boat to another, and then the small
line that is cast may pull a larger or stronger line or rope.
That class of appliance is especially used in the Life-Saving
Service, and it is very desirable that ships at sea should be
furnished with it. It appears that the Carmania was furnished
with such a gun, and came very close to the Volturno, but, for
reasons which have not yet been fully explained, the line-carry-
ing or projectile gun seems to have been ineffective.

There was a great deal of discussion after the Titanic dis-
aster about the utility of searchlights. The question has been
very much discussed, and the general opinion is against them,
on the ground that they dazzle the eyes; that the lookouts,
who otherwise would depend upon their own good eyesight,
come to rely on the throwing of i{llumination by the search-
light, and thereby lose the confidence that they otherwise wounld
possess. However, there are likely to be emergencies in which
they would be very useful. In such a case as the Titanie
disaster, if there had been a searchlight, and it had been
brought into use, there probably would have been no disaster.

While I do not care to put up my opinion against that of
experts, i seems to me searchlights should be ecarried—not for
constant use, not for general reliance, for descrying objects
ahead which should still be left to the lookout, but for those ex-
ceptional conditions when it is very dark or when there is a
probability that an iceberg or other obstacle is near at hand.
That is one of the subjects which certainly shonld be discussed
at the international eonference.

It goes without saying that the firing of rockets, except as
a signal of distress, should be strictly prohibited.

I notice that the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La Forrerre],
in his statement yesterday, spoke of Senate bill 1268 as having
rather insidiously put in a provision for 12 hours’ Iabor. I do
not believe he read the bill very earefully. e difference be-
tween the Nelson bill and the amendment introduced by him in
that regard is that his bill includes under one broad, sweeping
provision vessels of more than 100 tons, and says that on such
vessels the sailors shall, while at sea, be divided into at least
two, and the firemen into at least three, watches. As far as
the division of labor of the sailors and the firemen is con-
cerned, the provisions are exactly the same in both.

But the bill as it passed last winter, which was the resnlt
of long consideration, contained a proviso to the effect that the
section should not apply to vessels whose regular schedules
between terminal ports did not exceed 24 hours, nor to vessels
of less than 300 gross tons. There are a great many of those
smaller boats which you can not well bring under the regnla-
tions which pertain to a large boat of 1,000, 2.000, 3,000. 4,000,
or 5,000 tons. After examining a number of persons, 300 tons
seemed to be the more natural dividing line. But bear in mind
that it happens that the limit in both bills is the same, 12 hours,
and there is a proviso that in vessels under 30 tons, or for a run
of less than 24 hours, they may be employed in no case more
than 12, This language is added as in all cases:

Provided, That no member of the crew shall be required to be on
duty more than 12 hours out of any 24 hours, except in cases of emer-
gency, as hereinbefore provided.

The committee, ont of abundant eaution, put in a further pro-
vision that the exemption should in no way interfere with the
authority of the proper officers of the Government to make such
lawful regulations or orders as they may deem necessary to secure
safety at sea and prevent excessive hours of labor. So that in
any event, except in the case of a storm, the maximum number
of hours is 12; and there is nothing at all that is difficult to
understand in this form of the bill as reported by the committee
and as passed by the Senate last winter.

The Senator from Wisconsin stated yesterday that travel
should be as safe at sea as it is on land. Why, Mr. President,
it is a great deal safer. On this subject I have had the fignres
prepared as to the accidents on railroads and the accidents on
the sea. It is a frightful toll in both cases, but the loss of life
is far less on the sea.

Take our own merchant marine: In the year 1909 there were
on the Great Lakes four passengers drowned or lost. Hach one
of them, no doubt, had a family and friends; but that is a pretty
small number. How many passengers were carried? Fourteen
million nine hundred and thirty-seven thousand five hundred
and seventy-three. One passenger was lost on the lakes for
every 3,739,340.

In 1910 the proportion was somewhat greater. Out of 16,-
670,000 passengers carried there was a loss of 5, or 1 in every
3,334,000.

In 1911 it was somewhat larger still—13, or 1 in every 1,076,-
517. But that is explained largely by one disaster which would
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not be at all affected by this bill. It was the loss of a launch
on Lake Ontarlo, near the city of Kingston, where 7 passengers
were drowned at one time. The boat went ashore in a storm.
This bill would not have affected it in the least degree. It was
a vessel under 100 tons. It was not a naphtha launch, but one
propelled by steam. Leaving out that accident, there would
have been only 6 lost out of 16,704,000 passengers carried in
that year.

Taking the whole country, the proportion of passengers is
even less. The number as given by the report of the supervis-
ing inspector general for 1909 was only 39 out of 330,000,000
passengers carried; in 1910, 57 out of 825,000,000; in 1911, T71.
One in 1909 to 8,485,000 carried. I regret to say that the loss
of seamen was larger. On the Lakes there were 82 in 1909 and
840 in the whole country. I am unable to give the proportion,
because the total number of seamen employed is not given.

Now, when you turn to the railroads there is a very striking
difference. The great distinction, in the first place, is that the
losses on the water are usually death losses, and the number of
injured is not large in proportion to the number of deaths; but
on the railroads the number who are injured in proportion to
the number who are killed is very large indeed. Beginning with
1907, which is the first year for which I have the figures, the
number of passengers carried on the railroads was 873,000,000 ;
killed, 610; 1 killed to every 1,432,631, In 1909 the number fell
to 253, or 1 to every 3,523,606, as against 1 on boats to 8,485,000,

But that is not the worst of it in the comparison. As against
610 killed on railroads in the year 1907, 13,041 were injured, or
twenty times as many. So, notwithstanding the excellent man-
agement of our railroads and the means that have been taken
for ralsing the standard, the Lakes and the sea still bear the
palm as regards safety to human life.

I will, according to the consent I have had given, have these
figures published, so that they may be studied more extensively
if anyone desires to look at them.

The matter referred to is as follows:

Loss of life—water transportation.

PASSENGHRS.

Tk United States, including

Great Great Lakes.
Calendar year. Lossof{ One Loss of d()n&
Passengers | life— | death | Passengers| life— (“‘

carried. | pas- )| carried. | pas- pes-)

oo ek oRwe] e
1000 . - .| 14,057, 563 4| 3,739,390 (330,018, 498 39 | 8,485,080
T e 16, 673, 834 5 | 8,334,766 (325,537,042 57 | 5,711,176
) b R e 16, 794, 722 13 | 1,276,517 Fl2,lll,0ﬂ T1 | 4,395,972
Total.........| 48,426,119 2 | 2,201,186 ims,seg,sm | 167 | 5,709,817

Loss of life reported to Inspection Service, including members of crews
gers,

and passen, i
Great Lakeg. Usiiad kiates, tnolug:
Calendar o
o Loss of life Loss of life
Lossof life. | other than | Loss of life. | other than
passengers. Passengers.
92 88 a7 340
81 76 302 335
63 50 204 193
236 214 1,035 868

Figures are taken from annual reports of Supervising Inspector Gen-
eral of Steamboats for 1910, 1011, and 1912; 1913 report, covering

«year 1912, not yet issued
Loss of life—railroads.
PASSENGERS.
Yo | Pow lpwigeial 0 One | 0%y
< sen ne
Year ending Passe killed to [jured ri
SRS | PO fomps gy sttt || or i
Jjured. * | each.
e | e b ao ) ol
253 | 10,311 | 10,564 (3,523,600 | 86,458 | 84,386
450 | 15,515 | 15,985 (2,150,295 | 62,628 | 060,863
m }&g‘}:,% 801, 685 74,251:_! 71,318
’l ------ P C T Y

Loss of life—railroads—Continued,

EMPLOTEES,
Ona
Em- | Em- Killed | ,Ome | Oneind killed
Year ending June 30— ploy- Plﬂg; and in.| Killed | jured | or in-
o) @08 jured for for Jured
killed. | jured. each. | each. for
each.
4,58 | 87,644 | 02,
3,405 | 82,487 | 85,
2,610 | 75,006 | 77 £
73,602 [128,089 120,641 |L1LL LI g
3,635 142,442 (146,077 |....oonilennnnnes .

Figures from Btatistical - Abstract, United States, 1912.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. President, I do not know but that I may
wish to take the floor again, However, for the present there
is only one other general point to which I wish to call attention.
I regret that the Senator from Illinois [Mr. LEwrs] is not here,
as he has inquired about it, and the Senator from Georgia [Mr.
Bacoxn], who is already quite familiar with the subject. We
can not afford to ride roughshod over treaties with foreign coun-
tries as we are doing in this substitute bill. Before doing that,
to show how hastily the bill has been prepared, I want to ecall
attention to a few points in particulars other than those relating
to foreign relations. In the first place, if anyone will look at
the amendment proposed as a substitute for 8. 136, there is no
rongruity whatever between the part ending with the word
“and” in line 7, as I have it here, and that which follows.

Mr. NORRIS. On what page?

Mr, BURTON. On page 2. The first section pertains to the
making up of the crew in case of desertion or casualty, while
the second governs the hours of seamen and their employment.
It says that—

In case of desertlon or casualty resultlng in the loss of one or more
of the seamen, the master must ship, if obtainable, a number equal to '
the number of those whose services he has been deprived of by deser-
tion or casualty, who must be of the same or higher grade or rath‘;ﬁ

with those whose glaces they fill, and report the same to the Unit
States consul at the first port at which he shall arrive, without in.

.| curring the penalty preseribed by the two preceding sections.

It goes on to deal with an entirely different subject, which
should be in an entirely different section. But there is more
than that. This first portion as it is here in the proposed sub-
stitute repeals the Hardy Act, as it was called, the manning
bill, which was approved on the 3d of March last. The fact is,
I may say to those who favor the bill, the existing law is more
stringent in its provisions than this which it is proposed to
Insert. It would be well in any event to examine the existing
law on the subject. I do not really think this first portion has
any particular use in this bill.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AseUursT). Does the Sen-
ator from Ohio yield to the Senator from Wisconsin?

Mr. BURTON. Certainly.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. My attention was diverted for a min-
ute, May I inquire if the Senafor is speaking of the first section
of the bill?

Mr. BURTON. The very beginning.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The section’that proposes to reenact
section 45167

Mr. BURTON. Yes.

Mr. LA FOLLETTH. You were referring to the first portion.
What portion did you mean, if I may inquire?

Mr. BURTON. That portion down to line 4 on the second
page. I do not mean the print that has the varied type, but
down to line 4, the words * without inecurring the penalty pre-
scribed by the two preceding sections.”

Mr. LA FOLLETTH. Did I understand the Senator to say
that as to that first portion it repeals the Hardy Act?

Mr, BURTON. It would very materially modify it; and
another thing——

Mr, LA FOLLETTE. Just wait one moment, if the Senator

please. What change do the lines which the Senator read make
in the existing law?
Mr. BURTON. A very trivial change. The word “ refill " is

used in the old statute and the word * fill " is used here; and in
‘the prior line I think the words “ must be of the same or higher
grade” are “must be of a grade the same or higher.” There
are some immaterial differences like that. The portion as intro-
duced by the Senator from Wisconsin and as introduced in the’
House in the last Congress and as reported to the Senate makes
practically no change in the existing law.

. JMr. LA FOLLETTE. Down to line 4 on page 2 the Senator-

1 does not contend, then, that the change made in this section is’
material?. ! ?

\
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Mr. BURTON. It is not a material change in the exlisting
law as it was before the Hardy Act of last winter.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Well, as it is now?

Mr, BURTON. Yes; as it is now a very material change is
made. The Hardy Act——

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. What is the change that is made, if
the Senator will just call attention to it?

Mr. BURTON. I will read the Hardy Act, if the Senator will
follow me: i

If any such vessel 1s deprived of the services of any number of the
crew without the comsent, fault, or collusion of the master, owner, or
any person interested In the vessel, the vessel may proceed on her
voyage if, in the judgment of the master, she is sufficiently manned for
such voyage: Provided, That the master shall ship, If obtainable, a
number eqé:a,! to the number of those whose services he has been de-
prived of by desertion or casualty, who must be of the same grade or
of a higher rating with those whose places they fill. If the master
shall fa’il to explain in writing the cause of such deficiency in the
crew to the local Inspectors within 12 hours of the time of the arrlval
of the vessel at her destination, he shall be liable to a penalty of $50.
If the vessel ghall not be manned as provided In this act, the owner
shall be liabla to a penalty of $100, or, in case of an insufficient num-
ber of licensed officers, to a penalty of $500.

It is much more severe than you have it here.

Another thing: I am inclined to think that as you have it
here it refers only to vessels engaged in foreign trade, while
the Hardy Act is general. This, as you can see here, refers only
to vessels in the foreign trade. It provides that the master
shall “ report the same to the United States consul at the first
port at which he shall arrive.” That evidently means not the
domestie trade, but the foreign trade. 2

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The provision is exactly as it is re-
ported to the Senate from the committee of which the Senator
is a member.

Mr. BURTON. Yes; I think so.

Mr, LA FOLLETTE. It is exactly in the same form in which
it was reported—that is, so much of the section as the Senator
has quoted is in exactly the same form in which he reported it.

Mr. BURTON. Last winter.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. At the close of the last Congress.

Mr. BURTON. Yes; and this act was passed after the bill
was reported.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Do I understand that the Senator dis-
sented from the report of the committee when the bill was re-
ported at this session?

Mr. BURTON. 1 did not wish any report at all to be made.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Did the Senator file any dissenting
views on the subject?

Mr. BURTON. No; I did not. I regarded it as an incon-
gruous thing to do to file a report and say that nothing ought
to be done about it before the next session, and await an in-
ternational conference. I dld not regard it as the best course.
So I opposed the reporting of this bill and bringing it upon the
calendar.

There is no reason why any antagonism should be aroused by
my making the suggestion. First, I am perfectly willing to
admit there is another thing that was omitted in the bill which
I reported last winter. It is in regard to the question of quar-
ters. The bill was taken as nearly as possible from the bill
which had been reported in and passed by the House.. In sec-
tion 5, on page 5, amending the act of March 3, 1807, all refer-
ence to existing vessels is stricken out in the law. It was 72
cubic feet guarters for each seaman and was made 100 cubic
feet for boats built after a certain time. This bill, omitting the
portion which refers to existing vessels, states that the whole
section shall be repealed, and then begins with a proviso relat-
ing to vessels thereafter built. If the statute were passed in
this form we would be in the very peculiar position that no pro-
vision whatever would be made for quarters on existing ships.
I may say in this connection that, according to the testimony
last winter, every vessel owner seemed perfectly willing to com-
ply with the provisions here in regard to the size of the quar-
ters and in regard to the quantity of food.

Mr. President, there is one provision in the bill that I do not
believe there will be a dissenting voice about in its relation to
forelgn nations. It is the abolition of arrest for desertion. It
has been maintained that the arrest-for-desertion statute was
passed in the early nineties of the century before the last; that
a fugitive-slave law was passed at about the same time; and that
they are very similar in their phraseology. If nothing else were
done except doing away with arrest for desertion, it would have
been worth while to bring in this bill, though in the bill which
passed the Senate and which the committee reported much more
was done, as I showed this morning, in ameliorating the condi-
tion of the seamen and all on board a boat and in providing for
greater safety of human life. But we framed the sections in re-
gard to arrest for desartion cautiously and diplomatically, recog-
nizing the existence of treaties. » - Il

L—361

This bill is ingenious from the standpoint of the seamen. I
am not going to blame them for it. It has three propositions:
First, a man may desert without arrest; second, at any port into
which he goes, on giving 48 hours’ notice, he may have half his
pay ; third, no allotment shall be given out from his wages.

That makes it possible for the sailor to leave his employment
whenever he chooses, and whether his contract is finished or not,
whether the time for payment has accrued or not, he may
receive half his wages. i

I do not object to that kind of a provision as it relates to
American seamen, but it is in direct contravention of inter-
national law and our treaties with foreign countries, and it
has provoked vigorous protest from them. They say, “youn
have no business to go on our ships and say, as you do here in
this statute, that the courts of the United States shall be open
to them.” This proviso is as follows:

Provided further, That this section—

That is the one relating to the payment of half wages after
48 hours of demand therefor. There was very little opposition
to that from any, person who appeared before the committee,
but there is this proviso:

Provided further, That this section shall apply to seamen on fore
vessels while in harbors of the United States, and the courts of
United States shall be open to such seamen for its enforcement.

That ig a direct violation of treaties without any notice what-
ever that we intend or desire to terminate them.

Now, let us see, first, what is the general international law
on that subject. It is stated in the Wildenhus case, One hun-
dred and twentieth United States, 11, after stating the general
law, that when the boat of one country comes into the port of
another it subjects itself to the law of the place to which it
goes, unless by treaty or otherwise the two countries have come
to some different understanding. Chief Justice Waite says:

From experience, however, it was found long ago that it would be
beneficial to commerce if the loeal government would abstain from
interfering with the internal discipline of the ship and the general
regulations of the rights and duties of the officers and crew toward the
vessel or among themselves. And so by comity it came to be generall
understood among civilized nations that all matters of discipline and all
things done on board which affected only the wvessel or those belonging
to her, and did not involve the peace or dignity of the country or the
tranqulllity of the port—

That is the distinetion—
should be left by the local ﬁovernmmt to be dealt with by the authori-
ties of the mation to which the wvessel belonged, as the laws of that
nation or the interests of Its commerce should require.

The learned justice then goes on to say:

But If crimes are committed on board of a character to disturb the

ce and tranquillity of the country to which the vessel has been

rought, the offenders have never by comity or usage been entitled to
any exemption from the operation of the local laws for their punish-
ment, if the local tribunals see fit to assert their authority., BSuch
belng the general public law on this subject, treaties and conventions
have been entered into by nations having commereial intercourse, the
purpose of which was to settle and deflne the rights and dutles of the
contracting 1:ps.rtles with respect to each other in these Pnr‘tlculnrs, and
thus prevent tho Inconvenience that might arise from attempts to exer-
cise conflicting jurisdictions.

So we see what the general International law is on the sub-
ject, and the suggestion that treaties and conventions have been
framed in many instances in pursuance of it.

Now, let us turn for illustration to our treaty with the Ger-
man Empire of 1871, where it will be noticed in article 13 this
case is covered broadly and in the clearest language:

Consnuls general, consuls, vice consuls, or consular agents shall have

exclusive charge of the infernal order of the merchant vessels of their
nation, and shall have the exclusive cPowﬂr to tanke cognizance of and
to determine differences of every kind which may arise, either at sea
or in port, between the captains, officers, and crews, and ll{y in
reference to wages and the execution of mutual contracts. Neither
any court or authority shall, on any pretext, interfere In these differ-
ences, except in cases where the differences on board ship are of a
nature to disturb the peace and public order in port, or on shore, or
when persons other than the officers and crew of the vessel are parties
to the disturbance.
* Whatever may be the merits of this proposition, we are at-
tempting to repeal and annul that treaty without saying a word
about it. It abrogates a treaty In a way that is an insult.
While I am not going just now to oppose that provision for giv-
ing control to our courts in regard to vessels of foreign countries,
it is well for us to recollect that two can work along that line.
If we violate the international rule, how do we know what
some other country may do? If we pass a statute that is con-
trary to the law of Germany and the custom in vogue there
and provide that one-half of the wages must be paid a German
seaman in an American port, although he is engaged for a trip
from Hamburg or Bremen to New York and return and is to
receive his wages when he returns, what is to hinder them
from passing a law that any naturalized German who has not
performed military service in the German Army can be taken
off one of our boats and subjected to the performance of that
service? . waere e
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What is to prevent them from imposing any regulation on our
shipping in their ports which is onerous or even disastrous to
it? I think we had better hesitate a good while before we
adopt such a provision as that, especially without giving the
year's notice that is prescribed by treaty. d

Again, section 12 is full of provisions such as the number of
able seanmen who are to be on board. Their law makes no pro-
vision as to the number of able seamen who are to be on board.
It makes no provision that lifeboat men shall be men who have
served three years as able seamen. -But this statute, without
reference to the abrogation of any treaty, without seeking to
annul conventions under which they have control of their in-
ternal arrangements, says to them, “ You must put on 40 per
cent of able seamen the first year, 45 the next year, and so on,
until you have 65 per cent, and all your lifeboats must be
manned by at least two able seamen,” thereby going on their
boats, which are as it were their soil, and prescribing regula-
tions.

Of course, if there were no treaties, we might absolutely
exclude the boats of any nation from our ports, and as a re-
sult, it is maintained, you can impose any kifid of a regulation
or condition upon them. But here i{s a case where there are
trenties that govern these relations, and it is proposed in this
amendment to do away with the control of these nations over
their ships and to enforce a rule as to the payment of wages,
which is in direct contravention of our own agreements with
them.

I have not had so long experience here as some others, but
I have noticed that when treaty provisions are involved we
usually act with a certain degree of care, and I think we
shonld so act. Whatever anyone’s opinion may be about the
desirability of introducing this class of regulations and mak-
jng it binding on foreign nations as well as our own, there is
a right and a wrong way to do it, and this bill proposes to go
at it in the wrong way, without making any mention of treaties,
without calling on the President to enter into negotiations to ab-
rogate treaties, without calling on him to give any notice, as is
provided in the treaty itself, but to go right ahead in the
language which I believe was once uftered in the Senate—
“ What have we to do with abrond?”

Mr. President, we can not afford to take that kind of an atti-
tude. That is one reason why I deprecate action on this bill
at this time. I deprecate action also—and I can not repeat it
too often—after giving an invitation, as we did, for an inter-
national conference upon the matters involved in this bill
There is hardly a thing here except matter of pure domestic
regulation but what we have asked other countries of the
world to confer with us about—the manning of boats. the effi-
ciency of crews, lifeboat apparatus—all that runs through this
bill here, prevention of fire, regulation agalnst collisions at
sea. All those we asked the other maritime countries to meet
and confer with us about.

Qur invitation was accepted. Indeed, all of them were g0
jmpressed with the desirability of such a meeting that while
our invitation was the first it is difficult to tell exactly upon
whose invitation the conference is to be held. They, and we
as well, have formulated propositions for consideration. It is
open for those who meet to consider almost any subject per-
taining to navigation. The conference has been called for the
12th of November—just 22 days from to-day. Our President
chose delegates, our State Department has notified those Gov-
ernments that we have chosen the delegates and that we are
to take part, and now you propose here to pledge the Senate
of the United States, before which any treaty would be brought,
to certain propositions. What would those other nations natu-
rally bave fo say? * Why, you asked us to come together with
you to consider with a full and a free mind certain regulations
in regard to the great marine of the world, regulations relating
to safety and to relations between all the nations; but you, in
the face of your invitation, disregarding your own action and
flouting us, have passed a set of regulations and of rules that
affect our shipping and all the subjects to be considered in the
most serious way." Is that quite the attitude that we can
afford to take about this, my fellow Senators?

Suppose at another time we invite a conference on something
else, and our invitation goes forth. Will not the very natural
inquiry come back, *“ What is this? Does this mean anything?
The last time you invited us to meet and confer you went right
ahend and sought to settle in your Senate the very questions
that you had asked us to meet and confer about.” Patriotism
does not lie in showing animosity or lack of diplomacy or re-
spect to other nations.

I am perfectly willing on the floor of the Senate to stand for
the atmost good faith toward every nation on the globe. I
despise the cownardice of some persons who, when they want to

win popularity, attack some foreign monarch or potentate or
some foreign country, thinking they will make eapital by it,
because there i8 no “comeback” about it. It has become a
very common thing in this country for somebody to appeal to
the people on the ground that he is very courageous becanse
he has something to say about the Sultan of Jolo or the Sultan
of Turkey, or some monarch somewhere in the world who can
never injure him. It is about time we should be a little more
careful, I think, in our diplomgatic relations. I think we have
gone to the very verge in some things that we have already
one,

While I am for America in everything, I am not ready to
accept In its entirety the sentiment of Commodore Decatur. I
can egay: “ My country; may she be always right.” But I
can not accept the last clause of what he sald: “ But my
conntry, right or wrong.”

Mr. FLETCHER obtained the floor.

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Florida
yield to the Senator from Illinois?

Mr. FLETCHER. I do.

Mr. LEWIS. I simply desire to say that there have been some
adjustments of time or some arrangement by which I was to
follow after the Senafor from Ohio [Mr. Burrox];: but I very
gladly, upon the request of the Senator from Florida, yield my
position to him as the chairman of the subcommittee at this
time, so that he may speak on this important bill

Mr, FLETCHER: I am very much obliged to the Senator
from Illinois for allowing me to proceed now, because, unless I
do so, I fear I shall not be able to do so at all, having been
stricken with quite an acute attack of la grippe last Friday,
which has not yet left me. I am a little discouraged in the
hope that it is going to leave me very soon, but I shall detain
the Senate only a short time. I feel that having served the
committee which took the testimony of witnesses in regard to
the pending bill—or, rather, the bill that was before it at that
time, which finally took the form of this bill—perhaps it is my
duty to submit some obsgervations upon the subject.

Mr. President, the committee for several months sat and
heard witnesses from all parts of the country—from the
Pacific coast, from the Great Lakes, and from the Atlantie
const; people who are engaged in operating vessels of con-
siderable magnitude, people who are employed. and people who
employ officers and seamen. We finally reached the conclusion
that the differences which appeared from time to time as to the
details of the bill could scarcely be adjusted between the par-
ties by agreement among themselves, and we despaired of satis-
fying completely the various interests. The result was that we
endeavored to frame a bill which would serv® the public, serve
the interests of the seamen. and the interests of the shipowners
as well, so far as that could possibly be done.

The bill which the committee reported to the Senate. which
was amended in the Senate afterwards and finally passed, is
identical with Senate bill 136. As the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
Burrox] has explained, that bill failed by reason of the lack
of the President’'s approval. But the bill as it originally came
from the other House was reintroduced at this session as Sen-
ate bill No. 4. Another bill was introduced by the Senator
from Ohio. Those three bills were referred to the Committee
on Commerce, and by that committee referred to a subcom-
mittee, composed, I believe, of the same Senators as composed
the former subcommittee. The subcommittee reported back to
the full committee Senate bill 136. Finally the Commerce Com-
mittee authorized the report of Senate bill 136 as its best judg-
ment in the premises. Although there were different views upon
details each member was left at liberty to favor such amend-
ments to Senate bill 136 as might, in his judgment, improve it
upon its final consideration.

Senate bill 136 is not a bill framed in the interest of the ship-
owners; it is not a bill framed in the intérest of the seamen; it
is a bill framed primarily in the interest of the great public. as
we understood it, and a bill which at the same time endeavored
to do no injury to any great industry or enterprise; no harm to
the shipowners particularly; no injury certainly to the seame:n.
Its purpose was to accomplish what we set out to accomplish
and what there was need of accomplishing.

The three main purposes were: First, to give freedom to
senmen and improve their condition; second, to promote safety
of life at sea; third, to equalize the wage cost of operating ves-
sels, foreign and domestie, taking cargoes or passengers from
ports of the United States. It is very generally acknowledged
that the bill will accomplish those three purposes. In my
judgment Senate bill 136 will accomplish those three purposes.

The proposed amendment, it is claimed, will improve Senate
bill 136 and relieve all doubt or question as to accomplishing
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these three great purposes. I will allude a little later on to
gsome features in that connection which incline me to favor
some provisions of the proposed substitute. Then there are
some features in the proposed substitute that rather leave me
believing that Senate bill 136 is the better, the safer, and the
wiser measure.

First, Senate bill 136 permits seamen on foreign vessels to
leave their vessels in ports of the United States; that was one
great thing to be worked out; second, it permits seamen to draw
one-half of the pay due them in any port where the vessel lies
or delivers eargo, making this section applicable to foreign ves-
sels while they are within the jurisdiction of our laws; and
third, it provides a specific standard in a limited number of
the deck crew as to skill and the knowledge of the language
spoken by the officers, and makes this applicable to foreign ves-
sels while in ports of the United States; in other words, it
recognizes that skill is necessary to safety at sea, and that it
is just as necessary for vessels under foreign flags as for do-
mestic vessels, It therefore provides that the crew shall be of the
same qualifications and shall be hired under the same conditions
in ports of the United States. I question very much if the pro-
posed amendment will go much further in that direction or
secure those principles more completely than does Senate bill
126. In some respects it may, and in so far as it does I approve
of the proposed substitute.

It is intended to change existing laws which the development
of shipping has made antiguated or obsolete; it is intended to
bring maritime laws up to date, to have such laws keep pace
with the progress of water transportation.

The efforts of the commititee were directed toward serving the
best interests of the publie, the seamen, and the shipowners as
well, as I have stated. The public interest, we believe, lies in
the direction of encouraging, advancing, and building up our
mercantile marine. If we can make seafaring life more invit-
ing. it would be worth while. If we can say to American youth,
“ Here is open to you an occupation reasonably remunerative, in
which just and humane treatment will be accorded you; decent
mud healthy accommodations will be furnished; necessary sup-
plies will be wholesome and adequate; your rights as men will
he respected.” we will be doing the proper thing and rendering
a1 sorvice to the public. It would seem we could not too strongly
or firmly take a stand in favor of those things. If it be con-
tended that the men who go to sea already in large part enjoy
flinze things, then no one can complain that we provide for them
in the law; if it be contended that such a law would work a
hardship on those who employ the men, I submit that the em-
ployer should find a way to be relieved of such hardship other
than by taking it out on the men. I do not believe it will be
cerionsly asserted that sympathy for such a position can justly
he invoked.

Another feature wherein the public is concerned is the provi-
sion for efliciency in the erew, particularly in the case of trouble
at sea,

Still another provision of public concern is that with reference
to the rating of the men, insuring skill in the handling of life-
boats. Section 12 of the proposed substitute corresponds to seec-
tions 14 and 15 of Senate bill 136. T think, if the friends of the
proposed substitute will be entirely frank, they will admit that
the provisions in section 12 of the proposed substitute requiring
that 75 per cent of the crew in each department shall under-
stand the orders of the officer is not so much intended to pro-
mote safety at sea as it is to affect wages and to secure the
employment of other than Asiatic seamen on the Pacific.

As to safety by reason of knowing the language of the
officers, I am not so much impressed with the provisions in
Senate bill 136 as I am with the provisions of the proposed
substitute. In the proposed substitute 75 per cent of the crew
in ench department are required to understand *“ the orders of
the officers”; in Senate biil 136, 75 per cent of the crew are
required to understand the crders of the officer, and a certain
portion of the crew must be able fo understand the precise
language of the officer giving the command, unless there are
sufficient interpreters among the crew who can interpret the
language of the command to those speaking another tongue.
The emphasis on understanding. the language seems to me not
so material or important as some seem inclined to think. The
fact is, as we know, that our railway trains are operated by
signals and signs, and not by orders or commands. Recently
I witnessed a cavalry drill where 2,000 men were engaged,
and not an audible ecommand was given throughout all the
mianeuvers.  Everything was done by signals and signs, and
even the horses seemed to understand them. I believe it was
the famous Hannibal who gave all his commands by signs; and
it seems to me that a commanding officer on a vessel can very
well communicate to the crew and to the men who are to do

things in emergencies or otherwise what he desires to be done
without it being necessary that the men who are to do the
things should understand the language employed by the officer
in command; in other words, those commands may be given
in large part by signals, by signs, by movements, and perhaps
by bells and whistles and that sort of thing; so that it is not
S0 important that the crew should understand the language of
the officer giving the command as some seem to think.

It would be an advantage, doubtless, in cases of disaster to
have every member of the crew understand the orders of the
officers. We may well concede, too, that we would feel much
safer in taking a lifeboat handled by men who had three years’
experience at sea than one handled by men who had one year’s
experience or less.

There is much in the contention of the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. Burrox] that skill in handling a lifeboat does not neces-
sarily result from service at sea. That skill may be possessed
by men who have served a much less time at sea than three
years, and yet it seems to me that it would be well to fix some
sort of standard whereby the people who are transported on the
immense vessels of to-day may be in the hands, in case of dis-
aster, of seamen who are not novices and who are to some ex-
tent at least skilled in their work. That standard is fixed by
the substitute, which requires three years’ service at sea to con-
stitute an able seaman, and provides that there shall be at least
two able seamen to each lifeboat.

As to the shipowners, if those requirements should lessen the
profits of the shipowners I would greatly prefer to have them
charge more for the service they render than to dispense with
the requirements. The cost of labor on a vessel is but a small

percentage of the total fixed charges of the vessel. If wages'

should be increased, it would mean but a small addition, rela-
tively, to the operating expenses, and under the circumstances
better material would be had and the increase of efliciency
would more than offset the increase of wages.

As to the seamen, the talk of slavery is rather far-fetched.
We have abolished in our coasting trade arrest or imprison-
ment for breach of contract. We have the legal right to say to
the world that no man shall be liable to arrest and to be re-
strained of his liberty in our ports because he sees fit to break
a contract, onerous or otherwise, At the same time the ship-
ping business is sul generis. We must recognize that it is dif-
ferent from any other business, and it is absolutely necessary
that there should be discipline on board the ship, and to some
extent this includes the shore.

The publie is interested at this point also. The commander
of a vessel, big or little, must have absolute authority. The
vessel, the people, and the property on board can not be safe
without such vested power. Every member of the crew must
recognize the lawful authority of the officer in command. It
would never do to lose sight of that principle. In enlarging
the rights and liberties of the seamen as now recognized there
must be no approach to the destruction of proper discipline
on board the vessel in port, at sea, in emergencies, or under
any circumstances when the relations of the master and the
sailor have become established and navigation undertaken.

The right to one-half the earned wages at a stopping place on
a voyage would seem to be reasonable. It would not induoce a
sailor to leave a ship when he was being decently treated and
fairly compensated to have the privilege of quitting and col-
lecting only one-half of what he had earned. On the other
hand, if the sailor is maltreated, or for suflicient reason he
quits the vessel, perhaps in a strange land, he should at least
have half the wages he has earned in cash. The forfeiture of
the other half would seem to be ample allowance by way of
liguidated damages for breach of his contract.

It was strongly urged before the committee that the effect
of the provision of section 12 of the proposed substitute would
greatly injure Seattle especially and send shipping to our
neighbor on the north. It may be well to bear in mind that
there are only five American ships regularly in the trans-Pacific
trade—the steamers Mongolia, Korea, Manchuria, Siberia, and
China, operated by the Pacific Mail Steamship Co. There is
no subsidy, no Government aid, or anything of that sort com-
ceded to them. They compete with three oriental steamship
company ships, subsidized by the Japanese Government as
follows: One for $1.340,000 gold per year, another for $605,000
gold per year, and the third for $238,000 gold per year. They
also compete with the Canadian Steamship Co., subsidized by
the British and Canadian Governments at $218,000 gold per
year.

Under all the circumstances the committee thought that sec-
tion 12 of Senate bill 4 should be modified as it has been by
sections 14 and 15 of Senate bill 136, and consequently the com-
mittee reported the bill in that form. I am inclined to appre-
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hend that section 12 of Senate bill 4 is rather drastic and ill-
advised in some respects. At the same time I believe sections
14 and 15 of Senate bill 136 as written scarcely come up to the
requnirements of the situation, particularly as bearing on the
standard of efliciency. Take the Volturno. Yesterday the Wash-
ington Times contained this dispatch:

New Yomrk, October 21, I913.

Cabling from Rotterdam, Capt. Smiltneck sald the Volturno’s distress
glgnals were reported to him at noon on October 9 and that he reached
the burning ship at midnight. He sald:

“ 71 found the Carmania standing by the burning ship with 4 moderate
northwest gale blowing 'The Czar launched the 8
mand of the chief officer, It returned immediately with 15 survivors.
The third mate proceeded with further resculng, saving In all 102 sur-
“‘"”1"- , The second lifeboat made five trips in all to the burning
vessel.

Why, at the very outset, should four out of the six lifeboats
of the Volturno have been lost in launching? Surely they were
not rotten boats, If not, can we escape the conclusion that they
were not properky handled and not properly manned?

Undoubtedly the wireless service In that great catastrophe
was most excellent. This was sadly lacking in the Titanic dis-
aster. As has heen stated to-day in the diseussion, the wireless
service was splendid in the case of the Volturno. A wonderful
advance has been made in that science. The remarkable genius
of man hss been able to discover a means of communicating
throngh the air and reaching on the darkest night in mid-
ocean other vessels within a radius of 200, 300, or 400 miles.

Mr. Marconi testified on the stand during the Titanic investi-
gntion that he had been able to transmit wireless messages
8,000 miles. from a point in Ireland.to Buenos Aires. F asked
* him the guestion, “ How long did it take that message to go
that distance?” and he said, “ Precisely like lightning; just
like snapping your fingers.” T think Italy has done a most
commendable thing in recognizing her gifted son who has made
such a vast contribution to humanity and to eivilization by
making him, as the King recently did, a Senator for life. It
is a matter of gennine gratification to us that the Congress of
the United States, after the irreparable loss of the Titanie,
passed a law dealing minutely with radio communication or
wireless telegraphy at sen, requiring operators sufficient in
number and training to give continuous competent service, and
reqniring vessels to be well equipped with both apparatus and
operators. We passed a law. also, providing a manning scale
for officers and regulating their hours of labor. This bill or a
bill similar to this—in fact, this identical bill. Senate bill 136—
to provide for a skilled erew and for improved conditions of
the men was passed, but did not become a law, as has been
heretofore mentioned. Congress has been giving quite ener-
getie attention to maritime matters, and I have observed no
disposition to prevent or obstruct legislation on these subjects.

In the ease of the Volturno vessels fairly swarmed about the
burning ship in time to rescue the passengers and crew. There
wns no need of what some people claimed when we were in-
vestignting the Titanic disaster, that possibly the only remedy
or means of averting these terrible eatastrophes would be to
have these great passenger carriers go in pairs across the ocean,
one following the other, so that If anything happened to one
the other would be close at hand and could give relief. That
remedy is now unnecessary, rendered so by the use of wireless
telegraphy, the Marconi system.

Now we come to the maore numerous, though but little less im-
portant, equipment of the vessel—the men under the officers.
I am in favor of doing the fair and just thing by them, not only
for their sake—though thant would be enoungh reason—but be-
cause the publie and the owners of the vessels themselves ought
to have it done. I wonld build up our merchant marine; and it
seems to me that while good ships are needed, they would be
wholly insufficient to that end unless they could have capnble
and efficient men to operate them. Cheap, picked-up derelicts,
without spirit or ambition, with the hope only of keeping body
and soul together, lounging about wharves and dives, are not
dependable senmen; they certainly do not harmonize with the
magnificence and the luxury of modern passenger-carrying ships.
They are not in aceord with the furnishings and equipment of
such vessels. There are needed on board such ships, and there
ought to be available, help of a standard corresponding to the
importance of the enterprise.

Likewise. the freighters ought to be able to obtain. and should
have, trustworthy, reliable, capable men, who would find in the
employment suitable reward. The answer is: Raise the stand-
ard of efficiency ; provide for such hours of work, such terms of
compensation, such conditions of service as will attract material
of the right kind, Give the American boy a chance at the busi-
ness of the sea.

lifeboat In com-

I would much prefer an increase in freight and passenger
rates on the water, if that would necessarily follow the change,
to existing laws and conditions. However, my information is
that the steamship companies are making splendid profits,
large dividends, and are exceedingly prosperous. These ocean
carrier companies seem to go to any limit in pursuing the god-
dess of luxury and in yielding to the demon of speed. Let them
give a little more consideration to the human beings they must
employ, without whom their ships would rot at the docks.
This human help, to be of the fit sort, must have the right
kind of treatment. To broaden the field from which it can be
gathered there must be some inducement held out—not a hope-
less, helpless future. There must be a fair remuneration and a
Hhvimg environment, not merely sustenance combined with hard-
ship.

This riffraff, these derelicts that are picked up and used
and put into positions of responsibility on these vessels, also
set the rate of wages; they fix the standard of wages; and con-
sequently, again, that system is most demoralizing, and to be
deprecated.

I speak, then, for the men whose labors and skill are em-
ployed on the ships, as well as for the public who use the
ships; and in doing that I speak also, I believe, for those who
build, own, and operate the ships. I speak for a merchant
marine of dignity, eapacity, and strength commensurate with
the position of the greatest commercial Nation of the world.
England may take first place in the naval world; Germany
may take first place in the military world; but America takes
first place in the commercial world. As peace lasts longer than
war, the latter is the most important place to take; and it
means that a nation in such a position ean dictate both in
peace and in war, using only the wenpon of trade, and will not
likely need any other.

Mr. President, I have recited the three main purposes of the
pending bill. I believe the bill will accomplish the purposes
desired. The proposed substitute may better do that. In some
respects it removes some limitations and qualifications con-
tained in the bill as reported; but they are not tremendously
important, it seems to me. Some of these affect shipping on
the Great Lakes. I think it fair to say that the evidence be-
fore the committee was to the effect that there was less ground
of complaint by seamen on the Great Lakes than in either coast
or foreign shipping. The faet that conditions on the Lakes
are now so satisfactory would be scarcely sufficient argument
against providing for the future, however.

Section 18 of the proposed substitute, the concluding section,
1 believe to be unnecessary, and in fact confusing. Section 15
covers the repeal of section 5280 of the Revised Statutes so far
as desired, and it seems to me the matter had better be left
there.

From the provisions of section 12 as to the number of life-
boats it seems to me an exception should be made as to ship-
ping on rivers and in harbors. There is no need of stacking
on a steamer going down a river, for instance, more lifebonts
than she could conveniently take care of, or loading down the
upper deck with lifeboats, when perhaps she is generally only
a few hundred feet from shore, I think, therefore, that excep-
tion ought to be made,

The provision in the substitute for at least two men of the
rating of able seaman I do not like as well as the provision on
that sobject in Senate bill 138, However, I am not disposed
to quarre] with the substitute in that regard.

I may say, in conclusion, that much of the argument of the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Burton] is unanswerable. His splen-
did and able discussion of the subject warrants the most serious
consgideration, and he thoroughly understands it At the same
time, why should we now begin to reason about whether or not
we should act upon this bill ar this time? Granted that its pas-
sage would have the effect of repealing in the manner the
treaties provide for treaties with foreign nations; granted that
an international conference is soon to be held in London on the
great subject of safety at sea. and that at this conference the
United States will be fully represented ; granted that the confer-
ence results from our own invitation; granted that Germany,
France, the Netherlands, Spain, England, and other maritime
powers have signified their preference that we should delay
action upon this bill until that conference shall have reached a
conclusion, we have already decided to take up this matter now.
We have decided to dispose of it, and it is useless to argue the
question as to whether or not a vote ought to be postponed.
Therefore I shall take no time in considering fhat matter

The subject is not a new one. We are dealing with a ques-
tion we have dealt with before. We actually passed this bill—
Senate bill 186—through the Senate of the United States; the
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action of the Senate was concurred in by the House, and the
bili woull have become a law if it had received the signature
of the President. That is the proposition now before the
Senate, so that it is not new.

It seems to me we should not be in any wise showing a lack
of consideration to other Governments if the Senate should
take a stand which would signify its views on these rather
pressing questions. The bill involves to some extent some of
the matters with which the international conference will deal
I admit that it does. The internationnl couference, I believe,
will take up this guestion of the number of lifebonts, and the
equipment of lifeboats, nnd will take ap other questions, such
as the gualifications of the men; but there are matfters in-
volved here which will not be considered by the conference.
The most important fentures of the bill are wnntters which are
not to be taken up by the conference.

It seems to me that under all the conditions, in view of the
present situation regarding the seamman and regarding the
interest of the merchant marine of our ecountry, and the need
of promoting safety to human life, we ought not longer to delay
action ou this important measure.

Mr. LEWIS, Mr, President, the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. La Forcerre] has charge of the bill, and T desire his pres-
ence. He said he would return at once, It is his intention to
have a vote to-night, if possible, and I think other Senators
would like to dispose of the matter. For that reason I would
rather not oceupy the floor if a vote can be had. T do not wish
to consume the time of the Sennte. 1T do not think it is neces-
gary since the very nble utterance and exposition of the Senator
from Florida [Mr. Frercaer]. I was about to sdd that I be-
lieve the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Burron] desires to make some
further observations on another phase of the matter,

Mr. BURTON. I have a considerable amonnt of material on
which ‘I should like to speak. T should prefer to proceed to-
morrow, but if there is insistence I suppose I can go ahead
to-day.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. I'resident, it is within a few minutes of
b o'clock, I see, and the Senator from Ohio says he would pre-
fer to speak to-morrow. I do not think there will be more than
one or twa other speeches to be made upon the subject, and the
voting will not begin until 4 o'clock. I suggest that we might
go into execntive session for a few minutes, and then adjourn
until to-morrow at 12 o'clock.

Mr. BACON. If the suggestion of the Senator from Missis-
sippi is in accord with the wishes of those who are in charge of
the bill. T will move nan executive session; but I will not do so
unless they se desire.

Mr. LEWIS. The Senator from Wisconsin is on his way, and
I should like to have a moment of delay if it does not incon-
venience anybody. I suggest that the matter rest until he gets
here. He will be here in a mament.

Mr. WILLIAMS. T do not see why.
consin has spoken, has he not?

Mr. KERN. But ke may have something else to say. He will
be here in a moment. 4

Mr. FLETCHER. I think the Senator from Wisconsin will
have some proposition to make looking to an amendment to his
proposed substitute somewhat in line with what I have referred
to. If so, he perhaps ought to do so before a vole is taken on
his substitute, I know he has an impression that it would be
well to modify some of the provisions of the proposed substitute.
If he doea that, I think it ought to be done before the substitute
is voted upon.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Nothing is to be voted on before 4 o'clock
to-morrow.

Mr., FLETCHER. The unanimous-consent agreement, as I
understand. provides that a vote is to be taken not later than 4
o’clock to-morrow.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I understand that; but my suggestion was
that we shonld adjourn until 12 o'clock to-morrow. Then the
Senator from Wisconsin could be here, of course, and could
offer the amendments to his substitute, and the Senator from
Ohio could finish his address.

Mr. FLETCHER. So far as I am concerned, that is agree-
able to me.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I do not know that anybody else wants to
speak, unless the Senator from Wisconsin wants to make a sur-
rejoinder. Then the voting would begin at 4 o’clock.

Mr. FLETCHER. Can the Senator from Ohio tell us about
how much fime he will likely want?

The Senater from Wis-

Mr. BURTON. I do not think more than an hour; perhaps
an hour. If there should be questions, it might be a longer

time than that,

Mr. LEWIS. I will ask the Senator from Ohio, if T may be
permitted, whether it is his intention to have his observations
concluded in the Committee of the Whole, or to wait until the
bill is in the Senate?

Mr. BURTON. I should prefer that they be concluded in
Committee of the Whole.

At this point Mr. La ForrerTe entered the Chamber.

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, some reference was made to
what might be the desire of the Senator from Wisconsin as to
whether or not it is to conclude the consideration of the bill
to-night. I wish to state very frankly to the Senator the reason
for my inguiry.

I regard this as an extremely important bill. Tt is one that
affects our relations with every maritime nation, and very
seriously affects our treaty obligations. Of course we can abro-
gate them. I do not mean that they are insurmountable. I
think, however, that in the case of a bill of this importance,
with its far-reaching consequences, when a notice has been
given which is tantamount to saying that a vote will be taken
at 4 o'clock to-morrow, it would hardly be advisable to take it
with a very small attendance of Senators this aftermoon. I
myself should prefer that the bill should go over until to-morrow
for that reasomn.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, of course T am very
desirous of meeting the personal wishes of Senators; but I
think that by the terms of the unanimous-consent agreement
Senators had as much right to expect that the vote would oceur
before 4 o'clock to-morrow as they had to expeet that it would
occur at that time. The unanimous-consent ngreement in terms
says that the vote upon the passage of the bill and all pending
amendments shall be taken not later than 4 o'clock on Thurs-
day, the 23d day of October.

I desire to be perfectly frank with the Senate. I realize that
t}:ere is a disposition to prevent the passage of the bill at this
time.

Mr. BACON. The Senator certainly does not address that
remark to me?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I do not, and I do not think the Sena-
torlgad any right to assume that it had a personal application
to him.

AMr. BACON. Only the right that the Senator was replying
directly to my suggestion without doing me the honor to state
to whom he referred.

Mr, LA FOLLETTE. The Senator from Georgla has not here-
tofore taken any part in the debate on the bill. I did not have
the Senator from Georgia in mind at all.

If the Senafe is to be put to the test of furnishing a guornm
to pass this bill, I think it gnite important that we should
understand it as early as possible, so that we may have as much
time as can be provided to secure a guorum. It is for that
reason, and that reason only, that I should be disposed to press
the Senate to consider the proposed substitute in Committee of
the Whole to-night and to vote upon it. I should be very glad
to get that stage of the parlinmentary proceedings behind us If
we could. Of course, under the rules of the Senate we have an
opportunity to offer amendments and to debate the whole propo-
sition after the bill gets into the Senate.

AMr. BACON. Does the Senator propose to go ounly as far as
voting in Committee of the Whole to-night?

Mr, LA FOLLETTE. That would depend somewhat upon the
attitnde on that question of the opposition to legislation at this
time. If there should be no demand for a gquorum at this hour
in moving out of the Committee of the Whole and into the Sen-
ate and to one stage nearer the passage of the bill, I think that
ought to be weighed somewhat in considering what it is best
to do. y

I believe the passage of this bill at this time is the most
important work in which the Sennte of the United States will
engage at this extra session of Congress. Probably not all Sena-
tors will agree with me In that. Other legislation deals with
business interests, This legislation denls with the liberty of
130,000 American citizens and with the safety of life of all the
people of our country and of other countries who ecross the
ocean in so far as they are to be affected by it. T ean not con-
ceive of anything more important than addressing ourselves
seriously to the perfection of this legislation and to advancing
it as rapidly as possible toward a place on the statute books.

Just one word further on the subject of the way in which the
bill affects our relations with forelgn governments, Provision

is made here for the President to give notice to foreign powers.
There is not in the provisions of the substitute—and I ask the
attention of the Senator from Georgin to this part of my re-
marks—anything like go harsh an interference, if it be termed
an interferenee, with foreign vessels as in the bill which was
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reported from the committee and in the bill which was reported
by the Senator from Ohio [Mr. BurtoN] in the last Congress.

Mr. BACON. As the Senator has done me the honor to ask
for my special attention to that remark, I wish to say very
frankly that it would take me much longer than to-morrow to
make the investigation of this bill which I should like to have
the opportunity to make and which I should feel under obliga-
tions to make if I were on the committee or had been especially
active in connection with the proposed legislation. I have not,
however; and I am not making that remark with a view of any
suggestion for its postponement beyond the time when it was
anticipated that we would be called upon to vote upon it. I
did think I would have to-night and to-morrow for the purpose
of looking through the bill to see whether or not there were any
amendments which I thought it important to offer, solely upon
the one feature which was suggested in the remark I made
before.

Neither the Senator from Wisconsin nor any other Senator on
this floor is more impressed than I am with the importance of
measures which shall increase the safety of ocean travel or shall
further safeguard the lives of those who go upon the great deep.
I have had frequent opportunity to see the necessity for such
measures personally, in addition to such information as we all
have about things which none of us have personally seen but
of which we know. Nor does the Senator from Wisconsin or any
other Senator go further than I do, in addition to the desire for
these safeguards of human life, in the desire for all those things
which will ameliorate and better the conditions of sailors who
have to spend their lives in this hazardous, dangerous occupa-
tion, "and who, when in that occupation, are so completely re-
moved from the guardianship and care which the law ordinarily
throws around people in their avocations upon land, and who
in that occupation are to such great degree subjected to the
arbitrary and unlimited authority of those who then have them
in command. I fully appreciate all that. I am fully alive to
the necessity of it and fully anxious to do all we ean properly
do in this matter.

But, Mr. President, it is an extremely serious thing when we
undertake to legislate as to conditions which are not directly
under our jurisdiction but which relate particularly to the juris-
diction of other countries over their own aflfairs, over their own
ships. and over their own nationals, as they may be called in
diplomatic language, people of their nationality, subjects and
citizens of other nations. I say it is a very serious thing when
we undertake to take care not only of our own but when we
undertake to say that which according to the general law of
nations is left to the people themselves who have the authority
and the responsibility. That is a general principle of inter-
national law.

Not only so, Mr. President, but when we ourselves have gone
further and in solemn treaty stipulations provided that we will
do so, I say it is n most serious proposition. I confess I am not
in a position to discuss it, and I do not expect to discuss it, be-
cause I would not undertake to discuss a matter so serions as
this without a degree of preparation which I have not had the
opportunity now to make. But I do think it is important that
we should look carefully through this proposed legislation, and
without saerificing any of the great purposes which are influenc-
ing those who are active in it, and whose motives and purposes
must be applauded, and which I do applaud, I want to see
whether or not, without sacrificing those, we can keep ourselves
in the limits of what has heretofore been recognized as a rule
of international law and within the limit of our solemn treaty
obligations.

Mr. President, we have enough of present and anticipated frie-
tion now with foreign nations upon several guestions. If we
can adopt legislation here which will advance and promote the
great purposes which are in view and at the same time not fur-
ther increase the probability of friction between this Nation and
other nations, I think it is important that we should do it.

Mr. FLETCHER. Will the Senator allow me to make one
suggestion? i

Mr. BACON. Certainly.

Mr. FLETCHER. The proposition of this bill is not in any
wise to restrict the liberty of any foreign citizen. The proposi-
tion is here that a foreign citizen or a national—a citizen of any
country—coming to our shores shall be a free man, and our
courts shall not be open to deprive him of his liberty. I do
not presume that foreign governmments could blame us for that.

Mr. BACON. The Senator will recognize that that is only
one of a great many propositions in the bill. If that were the
only one, the bill might stand without the slightest objection,
but there are a great many other provisions which do conflict
with our treaty stipulations, .

Mr. President, in view of our great responsibility and in view
of our great interests which are involved in our relations with

other nations, I submit to the Senate whether it is not of the
utmost importance that the most careful serutiny should be had
as to each of these propositions.

Mr. President, I applaud the generous heart of the Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. La Forterre], which always responds to
every appeal that is made in the interest of humanity and the
uplift of those who are not capable of taking care of them-
selves. We all know that that is one of the principal character-
istics of the honorable Senator. There has never been a con-
troversy in the Senate or a measure proposed in the Senate
where that issue was involved that the Senator from Wisconsin
was not always found, not only by his vote but his voice, most
manfully contending for those who needed protection and who
were not able to take care of themselves. I applaud him in
this instance, because we know the purpose which he has. 1
sympathize with him most fully. But, Mr. President, it is a
matter of extreme solemnity, it is a matter of great importance,
it is one involving great consequences when in these three voluines
of treaties with other nations, as we have them, and throughout
those treaties with every important nation in the world there are
provisions which this bill antagonizes and In a degree overrides.

Mr. President, recognizing to the fullest the high purpose of
those who desire this legislation, sympathizing with it to the
fullest, desiring the accomplishment to the fullest that can be
done with safety, ought we not to pause when such a momentous
proposition is presented to us as that which this bill does
present?

I may be trespassing too far upon the time of the Senator. I
do not know whether he has the floor or I. We were both upon
it. I recognize his courtesy, of course, if he has the floor,

I know, Mr. President, that there is scarcely any question
which could be presented for the consideration of the Senate in
the discussion of which there could be involved a greater
amount of true, genuine, unaffected sentiment and sympathy,
and in which the great interest of human life could be pre-
sented so directly and so fully as in the propositions which are
before us in this bill and the purposes which are at the bottom
of everything that is in the bill. There ean be nothing to appeal
to human sentiment and human sympathy greater than that
which affects human life unless it be that other thing which
is involved in the bill, which the Senator from Florida [Mr.
Frercuer] suggests, and that is human liberty. Here we have
a bill which must command the sympathy of every man who
listens and who is called upon to act because it affects human
life and affects human liberty. The fact that it does appenl to
every generous heart is a fact which should make us the more
cautious that in yielding to that which thus appeals so strongly
we may not do something else which may be a great evil.

Mr. President, I do not hesitate to say that with my other
occupations I would want several weeks to consider this bill,
and if I had no other occupation I would want several days to
study the bill to see the effect which it will have upon our rela-
tions with foreign countries, and I do not think they are to be
disregarded. The world has gotten smaller. We have gotten
closer to foreign nations. We are in more direct and intimate
communication with them every day. The issues affecting our
relations are more vital than they were in former days when the
world was larger, when it took a month to cross the ocean, and
when it took that long to get n message across the ocean.

I know, Mr. President, that something has been said about
the fact that we have entered into an agreement with foreign
nations to have a conference on this subject In a convention
which meets in London next month, a conference which is so
important that it is a little matter of pride between the United
States and Great Britain as to which one it was that extended
the invitation. Each of them claim to have extended the invi-
tation. While I recognize that that might lay upon us an .obli-
gation not to attempt to anticipate it, still I do not regard that
as a vital argument or one which imposes an insuperable bar-
rier to our proceedings, because, in the first place, I do not sup-
pose it is anticipated that this bill can become a law, if it
should pass the Senate, before that conference meets. It
would simply be the action of the Senate and would indi-
cite the views of the Senate, and if those views were subse-
quently not in exact harmony with the action of the conference
in London, whether it were a bill simply which had passed the
Senate or whether it were a bill which had passed the other
House and received the sanction of the President, there would
be ample opportunity for us, if we saw proper, to conform our
legislation to the suggestions of that conference. So I do not
think that is an insuperable obstacle, although I rather think
it is but proper deference that we should await its action. 8o
it is not with that view, Mr. President, that I am troubled.

Mr, President, it is a serious thing to abrognte a treaty with
another nation. It is a serious thing after we have entered
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into a solemn treaty obligation with another nation to set that
aside without eonsultation or notice to the other nation. It is
bad enough with men in their private, personal relations, enter-
ing inte contractual or other obligations that are mutunal, for
one man to set up and without notice to the other one or con-
* ferring with him arbitrarily tear up a paper and throw it awsay.
But it is an infinitely more serious matter when nations repre-
senting great peoples have entered into treaty eobligations, some
of which have lasted nearly a hundred years, a¥d which have
in them no stipulation that a certain notice shall be given
before abrogated because no anticipation is had that there will
be an abrogation—it is n most solemn thing, 1 say, without
notice to one of those nations or withont asking them to confer
about it or to ngree with us about it, to exercise the power which
we undoubtedly have by legislative act to destroy that treaty.
Mr. President, it has got to be a very extreme case before I
will do it. I have voted for the abrogation of but ome treaty
by statutory emsctment, and that was the case of the Russian
treaty, and there had been for a long time negotiations between
this Government and the Russian Government over the points
at issue, on account of which we did abrogate it. But in this
instance we have not called on a nation to meet with us and
confer as to the gquestions whether or not we will destroy these
treaties. There is not a single one of them to whom we have
done the courtesy to say that we propose to abrogate a treaty.
AMr. President, I venture the assertion that there is not a
Senator on this floor who will stand in his place to-day and
say how many nations there are-with whom we have treaties
which will be abrogated by this bill if it is passed and specify
what nations they are. If a Senator will stand in his place
and admit that he has made the investigntion and does know,
1 will most cordially withdraw the suggestion. Is there a
Kenator here who can stand in his place in the SBenate and state
how many treaties there are that this Government has with

foreign nations with which this proposed bill will conflict and

treaties which, if this bill is passed, will be abrognted? If
there is.no Senator here who can do that, are we proceeding
with the care, with the eaution, with the deliberation which
should characterize us when we deal with such a solemn sub-
ject and with such far-reaching responsibility?

Mr. BRANDEGERE. If the Senator is in possession of the
information, I am interested to know the number of {reaties
that would be affected by the bill.

AMr. BACON. I am very frank to say to the Senafter from
Conneeticot that I am not in possession of it. T did propose to
ascertain, if I had the opportunity until to-morrow, possibly.
1 have the book here which I intended to look through. I did
not anticipate this matter would come up this afternoon: but
1 will say very frankly to the Senator that, withont having
made the investigntion, I am of the opinion that it will affect
onr freaty with every important maritime nation of the earth.

Mr, STONE. In what way?

Ar. BACON. By directly doing what the treaties say we
ghall net do. That is a reply to a sotto voce inguiry from
{lie Senator from Missouri as to what way. I will give the
Senator one illustration. I confess I have not examined this
bill in detail, becanse I knew it had been before the Committee
on Commerce, a commitiee composed of as able Senators as
are to be found in this Chamber, and I supposed, of course,
that all these matters had been carefully examined into.
Doubtless they have been; but the committee have not reached
the conclusion which I had anticipated that they would as to
some matters. IT some Senator will ask me how, I will give
him one illustration. I will give him one that I find in looking
at the bill on the surface. It is a principle of international
law, recognized as a principle of internatiomal law, not only
recognized generally as a principle of internatiomal law but
recognized and Jaid down in the decisions of our Supreme
Court, that as to everything in regard to the internal affairs of
a foreign ship, excepting only those things which comcern our
peace and good order in our own harbors; as to all else foreign
nations are to make the iaws which ghall govern and regulate
those affairs in those ships.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Georgia
yield to the Senator from Wisconsin?

Mr. BACON. T do.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Of course I hesitate to fake issue
with the Senator from Georgia on that statement, but I hold
in my hand One hundred and ninetieth Supreme Court Reports,
Patterson against Bark Fudore, from which, with the permis-
slon of the Senator, I will read.

Mr. BACON. I am familiar with the decision in that case,
and I think when the Senator reads it it will be found that I
am correct.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I will read just a portion of a para-
graph:

It is part of the law of civilized nations that when a merchant
vessel one country enters the ports of another for the purposes of
trade it subjects itself to the law of the place to which it unless
by treaty or otherwise the two couniries have come to some erent
understanding or agreement_.

Mr. BACON, Yes; that is to be taken into account, Mr.
President.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. That is to be taken into acecount, of
course, but excepting that a foreign vessel in an American
port——

AMr. BACON. Is the Senator reading now?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. No; I am mot. I am stating what I
conceive to be the prineiple which contrels a foreign vessel
within an American port and subject to the laws of our own

country.

Mr. President, it is a curious thing in this debate that the
point is made against the prorvision in the proposed substitute
which seeks only te control conditions upon a foreign vessel at
the hour when that vessel departs from an American port, and
that the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Burrox], a member of the
Committee on Foreign Relations, who makes that criticism of the
proposed substitute, himself reported a bill at the last Congress
which provided regulations for foreign vessels, not only as they
should leave our ports, but assumed to control the internal man-
agement of these vessels at sea after they had passed beyond
the jurisdietion of the United States. If the Senntor from
Georgia will pardon me, I want to turn to the provisions of the
bill reported by the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. BACON. The Senator from Wisconsin will pardon me.
I am not eutering into 4 general discussicn of this bili; I am
answering the inguiry of the Senator from Missourl [Mr.
8roxE]. I had not eited the illustration in full. and I am not
professing to discuss all the provisions of the bill.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Then I shall defer what I have to say
l(:t)lmcﬂticism of the point which is raised by the Senator from

o.

Mr. BACON. T have disclaimed having such familiarity with
the subject as would justify my attempting to discuss it at
lIarge. I do not, however, wish to interrupt the Senator from
Wisconsin if he prefers to go on.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I had just as soon make my statement
at another time.

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, there are a great many things
in this bill of which I approve. I repeat, the purpose of it I
most heartily approve, to wit, the double purpose of safeguard-
ing the lives of people at sea and also, so far as possible, amelio-
rating and improving the condition of sallors. When the Sena-
tor comes to deal with our own ships I will go, T presume, as far
as he will in the support of measures which will protect the
saflors on our ships and ameliorate and improve their condition.
I was responding to the inguiry of the Senator from Missourl,
and I stated as a proposition of intermational law-—and I am
not fenrful as to the correctness of that statement—thnt nations
whese subjects or citizens have ships are to legislate as to all mat-
ters concerning the management and control of those ships and
have jurisdiction as to all things in regard to those ghips when
in our own ports, except so far as concerns peace and security
and safety. A man can not, for instance, commit a crime upon
a foreign ghip and escape responsibility to loeal law nor can he
perpetrate a nuisnnce and escape respousibility to loeal laws,
but as to other matters they have juorisdiction. I have forgotten
the wvolume in which the case ig reported and I am notf sure
whether the particular case which I had in mind was the case
the Senator was going to read, but if so it goes on to state the
proposition which I did have in mind and which I am endeav-
oring to state, There is no trouble about producing the author-
ity, though I think it is One hundred and twentieth United
States Reports. _

Mr. LEWIS. There i n case in One hundred and nineteenth
United States, the court discussing that legal phase, which is
possibly the case the Senator frem Georgia has in mind.

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, will the Senator
Georgia permit me to make a suggestion?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Georgia
yield to the Benator from South Dakota?

Mr. BACON. Yes.

Mr. STERLIXG. I think tlie case the Senntor from Georgia
refers to {s the Wildenhus case, reported in One hundred and
twentieth United States Reports, at page 1.

Mr. BACON. No. 120 is the number of the volume, if I recol-
leet correctly, in which the propesition is stated by our Supreme
Court: but, Mr. President, that is but preliminary to what I

from

{ was going to say.
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We have a right to pass a law which is in conflict with in-
ternational law if we see fit to do so. International law has
but one tribunal for its enforcement, and that is the tribunal
of arms. Whenever a nation sees proper to enact legislation
which is in conflict with international law it has the right to
do so, and if it has the power to maintain it it can make it
good. There is no question about that.

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Georgia
yield to the Senator from Illinois?

Mr. BACON. 1 do.

Mr. LEWIS. There is a feature in this bill that bas given
me a little disturbance, to which I wish to invite the attention
_of the Senator from Georgia at this time, so that I may have
his very able legal opinion. The Senator from Ohio [Mr. Bug-
ToN], for whose legal opinion I likewise express great admira-
tion and deference, asserted, if T did not misunderstand him,
that the provision in this bill that gave to the Federal courts
jurisdiction of differences arising between the seamen and the
captain and the owner was itself in conflict with our treaties,
wherein it was provided that the consuls of the different coun-
tries should have jurisdiction of the disputes between the sea-
men and the master. I ask the distinguished Senator from
Georgia does he assume that a provision of law that gave to
the Federal courts jurisdiction of a transaction involving com-
merce in our own ports would be a violation of the treaty be-
tween this country and another that had merely provided that a
consul should have jurisdiction of a similar dispute?

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, it is not necessary for me to go
into that guestion to illustrate the attitude which I am taking
here to-day. I am not pretending to discuss the features of this
bill,and I again saythat I am trying to reply to an inquiry made
of me by the Senator from Missouri, which I have not yet done,
and which I shall be very glad to do if I have the opportunity
to finish.

I wish to say to the learned Senator from Illinois [Mr.
LEwis] that the question which he propounds is one that I
would want to look into very closgely. That may not be one, but
there are instances in which, under international law and un-
der the decisions of our Supreme Court, foreign nations would
have the right to legislate and have their legislation made
effective as to what should occur, what should be done, and
what should not be done, upon a ship which this bill when
passed will abrogate and destroy.

I was going on to say that not every provision in it by any
means—and the provision suggested by the learned Senator
from [llinois may be one which does not fall within that cate-
gory—but there are those provisions which do fall within it,
and not only those which fall within the natural obligations
of international law, but, what is more particularly important,
fall within the distinet contractual obligations of this Govern-
ment with others in treaty stipulations. Those are the ones
that I particularly have trouble about, for, I repeat, we have
the right to pass a law which shall be in conflict with a general
prineciple of international law if we see fit to do so, and we do
not have to eall the attention of the balance of the world to it
when we do it; but when we pass a law which shall abrogate
the provisions of a treaty solemnly entered into it is another
matter.

Then, I say, Mr. President, before we do it we ought to call
the attention of the nation with which we have such treaty
stipulations and ask her to confer with us to see whether or
not we can agree upon a change. I say it is not in accord
with custom, and not in accord with good policy, to say.noth-
ing as to what might be required by proper deference and
proper respect; it is not in accord with custom or good policy
when we have a treaty with another nation, more particularly
when we have treaties with a dozen nations or more, to pass
an act of Congress which shall abrogate that treaty without
having invited the attention of the other nation to it and asked
that nation to agree to change the treaty. That is what this
bill does.

I said, Mr. President, that there were treaty obligations. I
will read one of them. I am not sure but that under the
favored-nation clause, even if no similar provision is found in
any treaty with any other maritime nation, every other nation
has the right to the same benefit. Article 13 of the treaty of
1871 between the United States and Germany, made immedi-
ately after the formation of the present German Empire, is in
this language:

Counsuls ﬁencml, consuls, vice consuls, or consular agents shall have
exclusive charge of the internal order of the merchant vessels of their
nation, and shall have the exclusive power to take cognizance of and
to determine diferences of every kind which may arise, either at sea
or in port, between the captains, officers, and crews, and specially In
reference to wages and the execution of mutual contracts. Neither

any court or authority shall, on any pretext, interfere In these differ-
ences, except in cases where the ﬂlgrences on board ship are of a
nature to disturb the peace and public order in port.

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, it is that to which I wish to
invite the distinguished Senator's attention. I contend——

Mr. BACON. Will the Senator not permit me to read the
provision through?

Mr. LEWIS. From the pleasant manner in.which the Sena-
tor had come.to a period and rested for breath I thought he
had concluded.

Mr. BACON. I am very much obliged to the Iearned Senator
for his complimentary remark as to my manner, which is not
always calculated to evoke commendation of that kind., I
thh‘ull_c the Senator is overpolite. Mr. President, I will finish the
reading :

Neither any court or authority shall, on n::,y pretext, interfere in
these differences except in cases where the differences on board ship
are of a nature to disturb the peace and public order In port or on
shore, or when persons other than the officers and crew of the vessel
are parties to the disturbance.

Except as aforesaid, the loeal authorities shall confine themselves to
the rendering of efficient aid to the consuls, when they may ask it. in
order to arrest and hold all persons, whose names are borne on the
ship’s articles, and whom they may deem it necessary to detain. Those
l:ersons shall be arrested at the sole request of the consuls, addressed
n writing to the local authorities and supported by an official extract
from the register of the ship or the list oF

the crew, and shall be held
durin

the whole time of their stay in the port at the disposal of the
consuls. Thelr release shall be granted omly at the request of the
consuls, made in writing.

Now, Mr. President, that may be something that we should
!t!]l:‘r(t)gate. I am not standing here for the purpose of defending

at.

Mr. LEWIS. What I wish to ask the Senator——

Mr. BACON. If the Senator will pardon me, I must state my
position before T am utterly unhorsed by the argument of the
S;:;li?tor from Illinois, which I anticipate with reasonable prob-
ability.

Mr. LEWIS. This is not a quadruped undertaking, I assure
the Senator. .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Georgia
yield to the Senator from Illinois?

Mr. BACON. I do, if the Senator desires.

Mr. LEWIS. No; I only wanted to get the Senator's point
of view.

Mr. BACON. What I want to say, Mr. President, is this:
That may be an altogether improper stipulation; that may be
a stipulation which does injustice to ourselves; that may be
a stipulation which does injustice to the crews of foreign ves-
sels. I am not here for the purpose of defending it; that is
not what I am on my feet to say; but what I am here to say
is that we have agreed to it solemnly and for over 40 years it
has been the supreme law of this land; for over 40 years it has
been our agreement with the Empire of Germany, or, rather,
with the German Empire—there is no such thing as the Empire
of Germany—for over 40 years that has been our agreement
with the German Empire, I have not had the time to examine
the matter to see whether there are similar stipulations in our
treaties with other great maritime nations, but if there are not,
as I have said before, I am not prepared now to say that under
the favored-nation clause all the other nations with whom we
have treaties containing such a clause may not have the benefit
of the stipulation referred to. I do not wish to undertake to
say, without further investigation, that that is so.

I repeat, I did not read that for the purpose of saying what
it ought to be; I simply read it for the purpose of showing
that it is what it is. That is our agreement. It may be that
it ought to be changed ; but, if so, Mr. President, comity between
nations, proper regard for our freaty obligations, and proper
regard for our friendly relations with the Government with
which we have made a stipulation of that kind requires that,
when we propose to change it, we should ask that nation to
agree with us upon the change—not ask it with the idea that
if she does not agree we are still to be bound by it if we do
not agree with her about it, but ask it in the hope that there
may be such modification as we think ought to be made; ask
it, if you please, with a purpose to disregard it and to legislate
as we see proper if there should be such disagreement.

The point I make, Mr, President, is that it is not consistent
with usage, it is not consistent with good policy, when we have
a treaty obligation with a foreign nation, one of the great
friendly nations with which we have great commercial inter-
course, with which we have very much in common, with which
we wish to maintain and continue friendly relations—I say it is
not consistent, Mr. President, with usage or with good policy
for us to pass a law which would abrogate it, which this bill
will do, without showing proper deference to the country with
which we bave heretofore solemnly made that agreement.
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Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr. President

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Georgla
yleld to the Senntor from Connecticut?

Mr. BACON. T do.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I assnme {lie Senator means—and I ask
for my own information if he does mean—that even where a
convention contains in terms the provision that it may be abro-
gated in whole or in part upon the giving of a certnin number of
dnys’ notice by either party, even in that cnse the diplomatie
usage is that there should be an attempt to modify it by agree-
ment before notice of nbrogation is given?

Mr. BACON. Undoubtedly; whether there is a stipulation
for notice or no stipulaticn for notice, the nsage among nations
in this modern day, to say nothing of the past, when possibly
they took advantage of each other without as muech regard for
the amenities of life as is now prevalent, is when a nation has
a trenty with another nation which it is desired to change to
invite that nation te a conference with a view to agreement
upon a changee, and to take drastie action in changing it over
the wish of the other nation only after such opportunity for
imutual agreement.

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Georgia
vield to the Senator from Illinois?

Mr. BACON. I do.

Mr. LEWIS, The able Senator from Georgia has misappre-
hended the object of my interrogation. At no time was it to
take fssue with him as to whether or not the provision is wise,
or whether or not onr abrogating a treaty by this measure of
legislntion, if such we are doing, is expedient. It was this:

I stated the confuslon in my own mind eaused by the as-
sertion made from so rellable a source as the Senator from
Obljo. and now again from the Senator from Georgin, Since
the treaty of 15871 discloses a condition of premise such as I
have heretofore explained, that we did have a treaty which
provided that disputes between the geamnn and the master or
owner respecting wages, nnd similar conflicts, should be dis-
posed of Ly the consul, anid since it is now contended by the Sen-
ator from Ohlo, and apparently by the Senator from Georgia,
that the provisions of this bill wonld confliet with it, T wish to
nsk the Senator from Georgin whether, in his judgment, as a
mntter of law, the Government of Germany has not regarded
that provision as obsolete, in view of the fact that we have
since then frequently enacted Inws which allow a lien upon that
same vessel In any port to be foreclosed in the Federal courts
for the recovery of those very same wiges?

Mr. BACON. All that may be true, but it does not at all
conflict with the proposition I make, It may be true that it
does amount to a modifiention, and to that extent an invasion
of the treaty. I am not prepared to say, though, whether that
wng ever done without having had a conference with the Ger-
man Government as to whether they would be willing for it to
be done.

Every Senator here knows, however, that we have had no
conference with the German Government, or with any other
Government having a like provision, as to whether or not they
would consent to Its change. Every Renator here knows that
we are not proposing to take this drastie action, because we
hnve been mnable {o agree with a foreign Government. Kvery
Senator here knows that we are proceeding in atter disregard
of the fact that we have entered into this solemn stipulation,
and that we are proposing, in disregnrd of usage and in dis-
rezard of good policy, to abrogate solemn treaties without a
word to the nations with which we have made them.

Mr. President, when I rose I had no idea of discussing this
question this afternoon. 1 have no doubt there are a great
many other things in this very far-reaching bill which require
enreful consideration. 1 very much wish this matter had been
enlled to the aitention of the Scenate in a way to challenge our
attention and to Impress upon us the importance of careful in-
yvestigation. -

Matters which econcern our own Internal policy we ean pro-
ceeill with as hastily as we please, though we ought to give
eareful consideration to everything; but it is n matter of su-
preme importance, wlhen we propose legislation which is to
affect our relations with other countries, that we shall proceed
in o way which will satisfy us and satisfy the world that we
have given careful conslderntion to that which we propose to
do; thnt we have weighed the consequences, and that we have
observed the amenities which are thought properly to control
in international interconrse.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Georgia
yield to the Benator from Iowa?

Mr. BACON. T do.

Mr. CUMMINS. It is granted, I take it, that the legislation
here proposed is within the power and jurisdietion of Congress.
I have been very much hmpressed with the very forcible state-
ment of the Senator from Georgia that we must do nothing that
will create friction or disaffection between ourselves and other
countries. We have an agreement with Germany concerning
this subject. We do not want any agreement with Germany
in the future with regard to it if Congress is in favor of
the provisions of this bill. In other wonrls, we want to legis-
:at?t upon it ourselves and to adopt our own rule with regard
o it

Mr. BACON. Will the Senator permit me right there to see
if I understand him correctly? Does the Senator mean that we
would prefer to enact this legisiation as our own individual
separate act. abrogating the feature I have read of a treaty
existing between this country and Germany, rather than have
Germany cousent to the changes that are to be made?

Mr. CUMMINS, I did not say anything about abrogating
the treaty. 1 did say that the theory and policy of this bill is
that we intend to impose this rule without regard to the con-
#ent of any other nation. Practieally speaking, of course, that
means without any effort to secure another agreement, hecanse
the Senator from Georgin very well knows that in all human
probability we could not secure an agreement in the terms of
our bill with every conntry in the world which desires to enter
our ports for commercial purposes.

Mr. BACON, I do not think the assumptlon is justified that
we ean not agree with other nations about that.

Mr, CUMMINS. The treatics are not the same now, and I
assume that any effort to make a uniform agreement with all
the countries of the world, if not entirely nnavailing, would
very greatly prolong the settlement of the matter. But assuime,
now, that Congress desires to establish this policy; Congress
can not give notice to Germany: Congress can not take up the
matter of negotintion with Germany.

AMr. BACON. Congress can very easily adopt a method by
which it ean be done.

Mr. CUMMINS. Suppose the President of the United States
were not in harmony with the pelicy here proposed? Suppose
he were satisfied with the treaties ns they now are?

Mr. BACON. Why does the Senator suppose thnt?

Mr. CUMMINS, Simply because it is within the range of
humnan probobility; that is all.

Mr. BACON. I doubt it

Mr. CUMMINS. T am not assuming that the President of the
United States at this moment is not in harmony with it, but I
am trying to examine our power as well as the propriety of onr
fetion.

In the first place, we have the constitutional anthority to leg-
islate upon the subject. In the second place, we have no way—
Indeed, no legisintive branch of a government has any way—of
dealing diplomatieally, In a contractual way. with any other
country in thie world. We desire now to establish this polley.
We ean uot direet the President of the United States to enter
into a negotintion with Germany for n change of onr treaties.
We enn, of course, request the President of the United Stntes
to do it. It still lies with him to enter upon the negotintion or
to refuse to do so.

What have we done here? T notice, of courre, the passage at
arms over on {he other side of the Chamber; but nevertlie-
less

Mr. BACON. I simply made a slde remark.

Mr. CUMMINS, But I believe the spirit in which I am
spenking is n national spirit and an Ameriean spirit.

Mr. BACON. Certninly nothing I have said or done would
indieate the contrary. Nobody has quesiloned the Senator's
patriotism or his national feeling or his generous impulses or
his lozieal acumen.

Mr. CUMMINS. I drew my own conclusions from whnt hap-
pened. In this bill we have not been unmindful of our relations
with Germany or with any other country. We have recognized
thnt these treaties are in existence. We have provided that
these provisiong, in so far as they conflict with any treaty,
promises, or agreements, shall not take effcet for n perlod of one
year. We have asked the President of the United States to
give the notice that is required to terminnte In an orderly nnd
respectfnl way such provisions or agreements as are in conflict
with the legislation. There is nothing here, it seems to me, at
which any foreign nation ean take umbrage. We are simply

exerelsing our undoubted power, establishing a policy that we
have a right to establish, and asking that these ngreements
which may lle in the way shall be disposed of In the manner
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provided in the agreements themselves. What is there here to
create friction? i |

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, T will suggest to the Senator, if
he rose to ask me a question, that he give it to me. 1t is hardly
fair to inject this speech in the middle of my remarks.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. President, will the Senator from Iowa
yvield to me for a moment?

Mr. CUMMINS. I accept that criticism, Mr. President. We
all do that.

"1]‘(1;(; PRESIDING OFFICER. To whom does the Senator
yield?

Mr, BACON. If the Senator desires to ask me a question, I
ghall be glad to have him do so, and give me an opportunity to
answer ik

Mr. CUMMINS. I have not yet reached the question.

Mr. BACON. Then I withdraw the suggestion.

Mr. BURTON. If the Senator from Iowa will yield to me——

Mr. CUMMINS. I have no right to yield to the Senator from
Ohio. The Senator “rom Georgia has the floor.

Mr. BURTON. If the Senator from Georgia will allow me to
make a suggestion to the Senator from Iowa, the part of this
bill providing for notice of abrogation refers only to provisions
relating to desertion.

Mr. BACON. I must insist that I be allowed to conclude.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Georgia is
entitled to the floor.

Mr. BURTON. The language is:

That in the jndzment of Congress articles in treaties and conventions

3 in so far as the wvide for the arrest and im-
g:iggmtelgétg? E‘é‘i’é’:‘ and seamen desei-'tlwor charged with desertion—

And so forth.

Mr. BACON. I wish the Senator from Ohio would pardon me.
I was nearly through; I lacked but a minute of being through
when the Senator from Iowa desired to ask me a question, for
which he has laid the foundation with scme degree of care, and
I simply desire to have it
- Mr. CUMMINS. I was laying the foundation for this question :

I have called attention to the fact that we are exercising a
power given to us by the Constitution; ihat we have a right to
establish this policy——

Mr. BACON. Nobody controverts that

Mr. CUMMINS. And that the treaty-making power is not
with Congress. Part of it may be with the Senafe, but it is not
with Congress. Therefore when we provide in the very meas-
ure which is in conflict with the treaty that the President of the
United Stntes shall take up the subject with the foreign coun-
1%y and shall, in accordance with the terms of the agreement
itself, bring the conflicting provisions to an end, does the Sena-
tor from Georgia think such a course could by any possibility
give just offense to any country on the face of the earth?

Mr. BACON. Is that the Senator’s question?

Mr. CUMMINS. That is the question.
® AMr, BACON. Mr. President, I do not think it would give such
offense as would be recognized as a casus belli, to use the Latin
I learned when I was a schoolboy; but I have no doubt what-
ever that it wonld give umbrage and would be considered a pro-
ceeding not in aceord with the courteons usage and procedure
usually characteristic of the intercourse between mnations,

Mr. President, the Senator’s whole proposition is simply this:
In response to the suggestion that notice onght to be given,
he assnmes, in the first place, that if such notice swere given
ithe foreign Government—the German Government in the par-
ticular case in guestion here now—would not agree with us, and
therefore we should not stop to negofiate with it. I think
that is an assumption which is not justified. I think it is an
assumption, even if the Senator has great confidence in it, to
act upon which wonld be in utter disregard of the usual methods
of international intercourse.

The next suggestion of the learned Senntor is that we can
not communicate with Germany or with any other foreign na-
tipn. When it is pointed out that we have the simple method of
communicating with foreign Governments through the Presi-
dent of the United States, the reply of the Senator is another
assnmption—that the President of the United States might not
be in harmony with our view and might not make the eommuni-
cation.

It seems to me it is hardly worth while to answer suggestions
of that kind further than to state the propositions themselves.

I was about to conclude, and I had before me the book I had
in mind when I said to the Senator from Wisconsin that I was
familiar with the case. I thought bhe was going to read from
One hundred and twentieth United States, with which I am
familiar, in which a proposition is laid down from which I will
now read a paragraph to the Benate. It is in what is known
as Wildenhus's case. I read, from page 12 of volume 120 of the

United States Supreme Court Re an opinion delive: b
Chief Justice Waite: T i g

From rience, however,

Eg;ﬁchf?:ﬂﬁm&m& tg! mtﬂgé;lﬂ%ﬁ gnufe:;nlgigta?mﬁ%‘tmwnu by l:
regulation of the rights and duueg]og the t:w“agdtgz ﬁ?ﬂﬁ
themselves. And so by comity it came to be
gen y among civilized nations that all matters of dis-
cipline and all things done on hoard which afected only the vessel
or those belonging to her and did not involve the or dignity of
the country or the tmnqnitli!g of the port should g left by the ?ml
vernment to be dealt with by the authorities of the nation to which
he vessel belonged as the laws of that nation or the Interests of its
commerce should require. But If crimes are committed on board of a
character to disturb the peace and tranguillity of the country to which
the vessel has beem brought, offenders have never by comity or
usage been entitled to any exemption from the operation of the loecal
laws for their punishment, if the jocal tribunals see fit to assert their
authority. Such being the general public law on this subject, treaties
conventions have been entered into by nations having commercial
intercourse the of which was to settle and define the rights
i PRS0 PIEICENE Baris, Vi rnpact o, e gter
from attempts to exercise conflicting jnrlsdicﬂ‘;g.mce ; =i

And =o forth.

That, Mr. President, states the general proposition, and that
is what is found in the treaty.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE., Will the Senator give me the reference
to that case?

Mr.II;ACON . Yes; One hundred and twentieth United States,
page 12

Mr. President, T do mnot know that I will have another

word to say on this subject, and I do not myself propose to
call the roll for the purpose of embarrassing the question of
the passage of the bill. I have done my part. For myself I
can not vote for it; and in saying I ecan not vote for it I
repeat that the Senator from Wisconsin does not go further
than I do in the desire to safeguard human life at sea and to
make all proper and legitimate provision which ean be made to
that end. The Senator from Wisconsin does not go further
than I do in the desire to ameliorate and improve the con-
dition “of sailors.
" But I can not shut my eyes, Mr. President, to the fact that
this proposed legislation is not in harmony with our general
policy in proposing thus arbitrarily and drastically to set aside
the provisions of treaties by a legislative enactment without
ever having entered into conference with the other nations with
which we have made such {reaties.

I repeat, Mr. President, I thought it was my duty as a
Senator to say this much. T do not suppose this is to be the
end of this legislation. It has to be considered elsewhere.
With this statement I am perfectly content to leave it. T have
no doubt there are very many provisions in the bill which it is
extremely desirable to have enacted. There are many of which
I would approve, but I do disapprove and can not give my sup-
port to measures which propose by legislation to abrogate n
treaty solemnly made without an jnvitation fo the nation with
which we have made such a treaty to confer with us as to the
changes. It will be time enough when we have conferred with
them to make the changes if we think they ought to be made.

The reply to that is that while we wait human life is in
danger. Then I say confine the bill to those provisions. Con-
fine the bill te the provisions which do not conflict with our
treaties and the Senator will have no dissent as to its ennct-
ment.

Mr. President, I repeat, as T said before, but I want to say it
in this connection, when it comes to the question of legislating
as to our own shipping and our own seamen, I will go as far as
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lewis] in joining with him as to
legislation affecting them. If after we have done it, as we have
done it in the past and as nations usually do, after we have at-
tempted to agree with foreign nations as to changes in treaties
which we have already made with them, I am not prepared to
say if they will not agree with us that I may not still go with
the Senator in the measure which he proposes; but I am not
willing by legislative action to abrogate, not only one treaty, but
a dozen treaties with every prominent maritime nation of the
earth, arbitrarily abrogating provisions as to which we have
heretofore given our solemn consent without saying one word
to those nations before we undertake so to do. ;s

I repeat, I do not know that I shall say another word; it is
not my purpose to avail myself of any opportunity which may be
presented to defeat the bill in any way, but I do think that the
views which I have expressed should at least receive the con-
sideration of the Senate.

Mr. WILLTAMS. Mr. President, I am inclined to think that
a good deal of this discussion is somewhat a tempest in a teapot.
I do not understand that the bill undertakes to abrogate a
solemn treaty by a legislative enactment., I understand that the
bill undertakes to do the only thing that the legislative branch

i
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of the Government can do in connection with the abrogation of
n treaty, when the legislative branch is engaged in the business
of passing legislation which conflicts with existing treaties, and
that is to provide that if there be a conflict between the legis-
Iation and the existing treaty the President is requested to give
notice of abrogation in the terms of the treaty, whatever it
may be.

I understand that if that is not clear enough it will be made
clear enough by an amendment proposed to be offered by the
Senator from Wisconsin. Undoubtedly it ought to go a little
further, and it onght to provide that any provision of the bill in
confliet with any provision of any treaty shall not go into effect
until the termination of the period of the notice of abrogation
to be given by the Executive. But I did not rise chiefly for that
purpose. I rose chiefly for the purpose of disputing——

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis-
sissippi yield to the Senator from Wisconsin?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Will the Senator pardon an interrup-
tion just at that point?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes,

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. When I first offered Senate bill No. 4
it did not contgin the last three sections regarding treaties
which are now in the substitute as I have offered it. It did
contain a provision that was broad in its terms with respect
to notice and covered every possible case. But the Senator
from Florida [Mr. Frercuer], who reported the bill from the
Committee on Commerce, in addressing the Senate laid special
stress upon the attention which the committee had given to the
treatment of the foreign treaties in the last three sections of
the committee bill. He said repeatedly in his first address
upon the bill that he thought everybody conceded that those
sections of the bill 8. 136 as reported made a better disposition
of the treaty-matter than did the substitute as I had proposed
it; and, without giving that eareful reading to it which I have
since done, convineed that as the committee reported it, the
report being joined in by the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Burrton],
who has attacked that provision now, that it was not guite as
broad as it was in the form in which I had originally introduced
it, I took the last threa sections of the bill as reported from
the committee of which the Senator from Ohio is a member
without any dissent from him, dealing with the treaties, and
attached it to my bill in place of the section which I had on
that subject, and I offered it as a substitute. In looking it
over and having had my attention called to it by the Senator
from Mississippi, I find that in order to cover all treaties it
was limited, as the committee reported it, just to desertion
treaties which the provisions of this bili concerning desertions
might affect. I will offer at the proper time an amendment
broadening it so as to provide that the President shall extend
the notice to all countries.

Mr. WILLIAMS. And, furthermore, time ought to be given
so that it shall not go into effect until after the period of notice
of abrogation. .

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, I simply wish to say that I am
necessitated to leave the Chamber, and I did not wish in a de-
bate in which I have taken part to absent myself without mak-
ing the statement that T am compelled to go.

Mr. WILLIAMS. It is not at all necessary for the Senator
to listen to what I am about to say.

Mr. BACON. I am not speaking of the Senator’s speech in
particular; I am speaking of all. I would stay if there were
going to be a roll call, but I know there will be none. If there
were one, I should certainly vote against the bill.

Mr, WILLIAMS. Of course the Senator knows he does not
owe any apology to the Senate for leaving the Chamber, as the
Senator is one of the most constant attendants in the Chamber
I have known, and he would not leave unless he had good
reasons; and the Senate would not expect him to make any
excuse at all.

Mr. President, I rose for the purpose of saying that the
Senator from Georgia [Mr. Bacon] is totally mistaken in his
apprehension of the Wildenhus case, and he is totally mistaken

in his laying down of the general principle of international

Inw, because the general principle is precisely the contrary.
The general prineiple of international law, in the absence of a
trenty or of a convention, is that every ship in the harbor of a
nation is subject in every respect to the laws of that nation,
and it is only when a treaty stipulation to the contrary exists
that international law puts a different color upon it. In that
case the coloring of the law comes not from a general prineciple
of international law, but from the specific expression of the
treaty or convention.

The Wildenhus case was decided upon the express language
of a treaty with Belgium. That is not all. I say that even the

treaties do not go as far as the Senator from Georgia seems to
think. They go only to the discipline of the ship and the
internal affairs of the ship; that is all. We have a treaty with
France, I believe, in which the treaty goes a bit further. It
says that all matters of wages concerning the patty on the ship
shall be sent to the consular court for its decision.

In order to establish what I have said about the general
principles of  international law it is well enough to let the
Senate understand this case. It is the ease of Wildenhus, who
was a sailor upon a Belgian ship. He had a quarrel with an-
other sailor by the name of Fijens, and during the quarrel he
killed Fijens. He was arrested by the New Jersey authorities
upon the charge of felonious homicide. The Belgian consul
came into court and contended that under the treaty with the
United States that matter ought to be cognizable by the Belglan
consular court or by the Belgian authority. Of course the con-
sul wonld not have tried the man; he would have sent him
home to be tried, on the ground that the affray occurred upon
the ship. Now, mark it, not only on the ground that it occurred
upon the ship, but it occurred below decks upon the ship. Yet
the court decided that, notwithstanding the treaty and notwith-
standing the fact that homicide occurred npon the ship and
below deck upon the sghip, the plea of the Belgian consul was
not well founded and the man must be tried by the New Jersey
authorities upon the charge of felonious homicide. That case
went to the Supreme Court and the Supreme Court affirmed it;
and that is this case.

Now, let us see upon what ground the Supreme Court
affirmed it.

The plea was:

That the said affray occurred and ended wholly below the deck of
the said steamship and that the tranguillity of the sald port of Jersey
City was in no wise disturbed or endangered thereby.

- - - -

The claim of the consul was that b{| the law of nations and the pro-
vislons of the treaty the offense with which Wildenhus was charged
is *“ solely cognizable by the authority of the laws of the Kingdom of
Belgium,” and that the State of New Jersey was without jurisdiction
in the premises. The circuit court refused to deliver the priscners to
the consul and remanded them to the custody of the jailer. (28 Fed.
Rep., 924.) To reverse that decision this appeal was taken. y

Now, what is the language of the court? Chief Justice Waite,
as the distingnished Senator from Georgia said, announced it.
Here it is. Now, mark the general principle of law and then
mark its exception. He said:

It is part of the law of civilized nations that when a merchant vessel
of one country enters the ports of another for the purposes of trade it
subjects itself to the 'aw of the place to which It goes—

That language is quoted in the case that was read by the
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La Forrerre] a moment ago, and
is reaffirmed—
unless by treaty—

Now, mark you—
unless by treaty or otherwise the two countries have come fo some
different understanding or agreement, for, a8 was sald by Chief Justice
Marshall in The Exchange, 7 Cranch, 116, 144, * it wonld be obviously
inconvenient and dangerous to society and would subject the laws to

continual infraction and the Government to degradation if such
. merchants "—

That means merchant vessels; it is used in the technieal
sense—

“ did not owe temporary and local allegiance and were not amenable to
the jurisdiction of the country."

Now follows the exception:

From experience, however, it was found long ago that it would be
Emr]ieﬂc!al to commerce if the local government would abstaln from inter-
ering—

With what?—
with the internal discipline of the ship—

What else?—
and the general regulation of the rights and duties of the officers and
crew toward the vessel or ameng themselves,

Now, mark it—

And so b{ comity it came to be generally understood among civillzed
nations that all matters of discipline and all things done on board—

Not something off board at all; they never had gone thnt far;
and in this case, which is the very case at bar, a thing done on
board was held to be an exception. What sort of thing was
done on board then? Mark you—
and all things done on board which affected only the vessel or those
belonging to her, and did not involve the peace or dignity of the coun-
try or the tranquillity of the port shounld be left by the ldcal goy-
ernment to be dealt with by the authorities of the nation to which the
vessel belonged a® the laws of that natlon or the Interests of is com-
merce should require.

Now, then, further—

Such being—

He uses this principle again. He sags:

Such being the general public law on this subject, treatles and con-
ventions have been entered into by nations having commercial inter-
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course, the prrpose of which was to settle and define the rights and
dutles of the contracting parties with respect to each other in these
particnlars, and thus prevent the inconvenience that might arise from
attempts to exerclse conflicting jurisdictlons.

f“;]mt was the treaty with Belgium? Here is the language
of it: -
The consuls or viee consuls—
That is, of enach national in the ports of the other—
ghall exercise police over all— 4
Mark- the langnage—* police over.”
stands what “ police " means—
over all the vessels of their respective nations—
That is, the police power upon board—

end shall have on board the sald vessels all power and jurisdiction in
clyil matters in all the disputes which may there ar

In civil matters—
they shall have an entire inspection over the said vessels—
“ Inspection over.” It can not be exercized out of the ves-

Every lawyer under-

over the sald vessels, their crew, and the changes and substitutions
there to be made, for which pnrpose they may go-on board the said
vessels whenever they may ge il necessary.

Without a treaty a consul has no right to go upon the vessel
of his own country if you do not want him to. Then follows
this language:

Well understood—

That is a sort of French law phrase, evidently translated
literally from the French by somebody. Tt is a sort of equiva-
lent to our “ provided, however' law phrase.

Well understood that the funetions hereby allowed shall be confined
to the interior of the vesseis, and that they shall not take place in
any case which shall have any interference with the police of the
ports where the said vessels shall be.

Here is something about the case of the Sally and the New-
ton, which was derided, I belleve, by Chief Justice Marshall
pretty mueh upon the same general principle as this, but I will
not refer to it now.

The treaty with France goes a little further, and undoubtedly
this provision saying ihat the sallors shall be paid a certain
proportion ef their wages in port does violate not the general
principle of international law at all but the speeifiec provision of
this treaty. If says:

The respective consuls general, consuls, vice consuls, or consular
agents shall have exclusive charge of the internal order of the mer-
chant vessels of thelr mation, and shall alone take cognizance of differ-
ences which mey arise, either at sea or In port, between the captain,
officers, and crew, without exception—

This is the broadest of all of them, and here it adds:
particularly in reference to the adjustment of wages and the execu-
tlon of contracts,

Undoubtedly, then, that provision of this bill which gives us
the right te make a foreizn vessel in an American port pay
one-half of the wages due might be an infringement of this
provision of the treaty, which says:

Particularly in reference to the adjustment of wages and the execu-
tion of contracts

I find in no other treaty language as strong as that. The
langunge 6f the Belginn treaty is about the general run of them.
The language of the German treaty was read by the Senator
from Georgia a moment ago, and it does not specify wages, if
my recollection serves me correctly.

Mr. President, the point, however, after all, is this: Here we
have human liberty to protect by an American law; we have
human rights to protect; we have human life to safeguard by
regulations of prevention as well as of efficiency. We under-
take to do it. If we hamper our own ships in our own ports by
certain provisions and do not make those provisions apply to
the ships of other countries in those same ports, to the extent
of the hampering regulation are we discriminating against our
own merchant marine and enabling other nations, more reck-
less of human life or of human safety or of human liberty than
we are, to compete against us suceessfully and fo build up their
merchant marine to the ecomparative destruction of ours.

We undertake, in spite of the treaty, to do this great work;
and when we undertake to do it, we undertake to do it in the
way in which the legislative body ean act. The only way in
which it can act is to insert in the proposed law that, in so far
as it conflicts with any treaty provision, we request the Presi-
dent to give notice of abrogation according to the terms of that
treaty, and that the previsions of this act eonflicting with such
treaty shall not take effect until after the expiration of the
period of the notice of abrogation,

The general principle of international law is precisely the
contrary of what was apprehended by the Senator from Georgia.
It is only when specific iftternational law comes into operation—
to wit, the express language of treaties or conventions—that in-

ternational law decides a case upon that side. In this very
instance it is a ecase of the specific provisions of a treaty.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I ask for a vote, Mr. President, on the
pending substitute, if there is no further argnment.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. President, I desire to be heard before the
vote is taken. I ean proceed, if necessary, to-night, but I do not
really like the idea, when I know everyone is impatient and
going away, that I should go ahead. I do not mind the personal
sacrifice, but it does not seem quite right to Insist that I go on
to-night.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I supposed the Senator had concluded
his argument.

Mr. BURTON.
servatiens.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. ' There has been no reply to anything
the Senntor has said.

Mr. BURTON. I have not quite eoncluded.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I supposed the Senator had concluded.
If he would like to go on this evening, I am perfectly willing
that we should continue the session until the Senator concludes.

Mr. BURTON. I should prefer very much not to go on this
evening. If necessary, however, I will proceed.

Mr, STONE. Well, Mr. President—— -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wis-
consin yield to the Senator from Missonri? y

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I yield to the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. STONE. I should like to have some——

Mr. BURTON. I will say further that there are some amend-
ments that I may wish to prepare to the pending bill.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. In order to meet the views of various
Senators, and as we have been in protracted session since 12
o'clock, I suggest to the Senntor from Indiana that the Senate
adjourn to meet at 11 o’clock to-morrow morning.

Mr. KERN. I was about to make that motion. T move that
when the Senate adjourns it adjourn to meet at 11 o'clock to-
morrow morning.

The motion was agreed to.

EXECUTIVE SESSION,

Mr. KERN. I move that the Senate proceed to the considera-
tion of exeentive business.

The motion was agreed fo, and the Senante proceeded to the
consideration of executive btusiness. After eight minutes spent
in executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 6 o'clock
and 35 minutes p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow,
Thursday, October 23, 1913, at 11 o'clock a. m.,

I have not. I wish to make some further ob-

CONFIRMATIONS.
Ezecutive nominations confirmed by the Scnate October 22, 1913,
GovERNOR OoF PorTo RIco.
Arthur Yager, to be governor of Porto Rico.
NavaL OFFICER OF CUSTOMS.
John B. Nash to be naval officer of customs in the district of
Massachusefts.
SURVEYOR oF CUSTOMS.
Joseph A. Maynard to be surveyor of customs in the district of
Massachusetts.
PROMOTIONS IN THE ARMY.
FIELD ARTILLEREY ARM.
First Lieut. Scott Baker to be eaptain.
CAVALREY ARM.
First Lieut. Thilip Mowry to be captain.
Second Lieut. Thurman H. Bane to be first lieutenant.
Second Lieut. Augustine W. Robins to be first lientenant.
Second Lieut. William D. Geary to be first lieutenant.
COAST ARTILLERY CORPS.
First Lient. David MeC. McKell to be eaptain,
Secondd Lieut. John H. Hood to be first lieuntenant.
CORPS OF ENGINEERS.
Lieut. Col. William C. Langfitt to be colonel.
Maj. Edgar Jadwin to be lieutenant colonel.
Capt. Paul Stanley Bond to be major.
First Lieut. Edmund L. Paley to be captain.
APPOINTMENTS IN THE ARMY.
CAVALRY ARM.
T'o be second lieutenants.
Albert James Myer, jr.
George Payne Nickerson.
Robert Ogden Annin.
Daniel Gordon Morrissett.
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Edwin Smith Blackwell, jr.
Augustin Mitchell Prentiss,
Ralph Hospital
Theodore Barnes, jr.
Casey Hewitt Hayes.
Harvey Buckingham Steele Burwell.
Chapman Grant.
Roger Sherman Blaine Hartz.
Charles Bellows Hazeltine.
Eugene MeSwyney Owen,
MEDICAL RESERVE CORPS.
To be first lieutenants,

Henry Waters Kennard.
Samuel Lile.
Frederick Charles Huff.
Charles Joseph Whalen.
Dunlap Pearce Penhallow.
Russell La Fayette Cecil.
Samuel Broders Moore.
Malvern Bryan Clopton.

POSTMASTERS.

CALIFORNIA.
Charles W. Fay, San Francisco.
ILLINOIS.
David L. Wright, Effingham.
LOUISIANA.
W. T. Pegues, Mansfield.
OREGON.

Dean 8. McWilliams, Halsey.

SOUTH DAKOTA.
Mart Coffman, Dallas.
L. E. Corey, Lake Andes,

WEST VIRGINIA.
Jessie Craver, Boomer.
Mary E. Davin, Montgomery.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
WebpxEespay, October 22, 1913.

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D.,
lowing prayer:

O Thou, who art ever with us to uphold, sustain, and guide in
every noble resolve and worthy purpose. be with us now that we
may not forget that * righteousness exalteth a nation while sin
is a reproach to any people”; that we may know Thy will and
strive to do it in the full consciousness that right iz might and
will prevail. For Thine is the kingdom and the power and the
glory forever. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

offered the fol-

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED.

The SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled bill of the
following title:

8.1673. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to
grant further extensions of time within which to comply with
the law and make proof on desert-land entries in the counties
of Grant and Franklin, State of Washington.

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTIONS PRFSENTED TO THE PRESIDENT FOR
HIS APPROVAL,

Mr. ASHBROOK, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re-
ported that this day they had presented to the President of the
United States for his approval the following joint resolutions:

H. J. Ites. 125. Joint resoiution authorizing the President to
appoint delegates to attend the Seventh International Congress
of the World's Purity Federation to be held in the city of Minne-
apolis, State of Minnesota, November 7 to 12, 1913; and

II. J. Res. 134. Joint resolution for the appoinment of a joint
committee from IHouse and Senate to attend Congress Hall cele-
bration in Philadelphia in October, 1913,

CALENDAR WEDNESDAY,

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will eall the committees.

Mr. HARDWICK. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do
now adjourn,

The SPEAKER. The gentieman from Georgia moves that the
House do now adjourn.

The question was taken, and the Speaker announced that the
ayes seemed to have it.

Mr, MANN.

Abercrombie
Aiken

Aswell

Barkley

Benkes

BonIl Tex.
Bell., Ga

erkmn

BErumbhaugh

Buchanan, TIL

Buchanan, Tex.

Byrns, Tenn.

Candler, Miss.

Chandler, N. Y.

Church

Cox

Deftrick

Dent

Doremus

Anderson
Austin
Avis
Barton
Bell, Cal.
Campbell
Cooper
Donovan
Dyer
Edmonds

Adamson
Cary
Crisp

Adair

Alney
Alexander
Allen
Ansherry
Anthony
Ashbrook
Balley
Baker

Baltz
Barchfeld
Barnhart
Barthnldt
Bartlett
Bathrick
Blackmion
Baoher
Borchers
Borland
Rawdle
Rromner
Rritten
Brodheck
Bronssard
Rrown,'N, Y.
Brown. W. Va.
Browne, Wis.
Browning
Bruckner
Brvan
Bulkley
Purzess
Bnrke. Pa
Burke, 8. Dak.
Burke, Wis.
Burnett
Butler
Byrnes, 8. C.
Calder
Callaway
Cantrill
Caraway
Carew

Collier
Connelly, Kans.
Connolly, ITowa
Conry

Copley
Covington
Cramton
Crosser

Cullop

Curley

Curry

Dale

Danforth

Mr. Speaker, I ask for the yeas and nays.
Why not do business for one day. anyhow?
The veas and nays were ordered.
The question was taken; and there were—yeas 73, nays 39,
answered “ present ” 12, not voting 304, as follows:

Green, Iowa
Greene, Mass.
Grezg

Grisgt

Griffin
Guodger
Guernzey
Hamill

Hamilton, N. Y.

Hammond
Hardy
Harrison
Hart
Haugen

YEAS—T3.
Doughton Keating
Estoplnal Kirkpatrick
Evans Lee, Ga
Fergusson Lée, Pa,
Flood, Va. Linthicum
Foster Lloyd
Garrett, Tex, McAndrews
George cCoy
ray MceDermott
Hamlin Magulre, Nebr.
Hay Oldfield
Hayden ze
Helm Pepper
Henslev Peters, Mass,
Hughes. Ga. I'helan
Hunll Raker
Humnhreys, Miss. Rauch
Jacoway Reilly, Conn.
Johnson, Ky. Rothermel
NAYS—39.
Falconer Kindel
Fess Laflerty
Fowler La Follette
Frear Lindbergh
Greene, Vt. Lindquist
Hawley Macltonald
Johnsan, Utah Manahan
Johneon, Wash, Mann
Kennedy, JTowa  Mapes
Kiess, I'a. Moaore
ANSWERED “ PRESENT "—12.
Donohoe Morrison
Hamilton, Mich. Sherwood
Hardwick Slayden
NOT VOTING—304.
Davenport Hayes
Davis Heflin
Decker Helgesen
Diershem Helvering
Dickinson Henry
es il
Difenderfer Hinds
Dillon Hinecbaugh
Dixon obson
Dooling Holland
Doollttle Honston
Driscoll Howard
Dunn Howell
Dupré Hoxwarth
Eagan Hurhes, W, Va.
Eagle - Hulings
Edwards Humphrey, Wash,
Elder Igoe
sch Johnson, 8. C.
Fairchild Jones
nison Kahn
Farr Kelster
Ferris Eellev, Mich.
Fields Kelly, I'a.
Finley Kennedy, Conn.
Fitzgerald Eennedy, R. I,
Fitzflenry Kent
Floyd, Ark, Kettner
Fordney Key. Ohio
Francis Kinkaid. Nebr.
French Kinkead, N. J.
Gallagher Kitchin
Gard Knowland, J, R.
Gardner Konop
Garner Korhly
. Garrett, Tenn, Kreider
Gerry Lansham
Gillatt Langley
Gilmore Lazaro
Gittins L'Engle
Glazs Lenrnot
Godwin, N, C. Lesher
Goeke Tever
Goldfogle Levy
Gand Lewis, Md,
Goodwin, Ark. Lewis, Pa.
Gordon Lieb
Gorman Lobeck
Goulden Logme
Graham, TIL Lonerean
Graham. Pa, MeClellan

McGilieuddy
Mefinire, Okla.
MeKellar
MeRenzie
MeTanghlin
Manden
Mahan
Maher
Alartin
Merritt

Metz

Miller
Mitchell
Mondell

Rns=ell
Sabath
Sherley
Sims
Sisson
Srephiens, Miss,
Stone

Stont
Btringer
Tavenner
Ten Eyck
Thomas
T'nderwood
Walker
Watkins
Young, Tex.

Kelson
Patton. Pa.
Powers
Rogers
Sinnott
Smith, Idaho
Bmith, Minn.
Stesnerson
Towner

Smith, J. M. C,
Talbott, Md.
Woods

Montague
Moon
Morgan, La.
Morgan, Okla.
Morin

Moss, Ind.
Moss, W. Va.
Mott
Murdock
Murray, Massa,
Muorray, Okla.
Neeley
Nolan. J. L
Norton
O'Brien
Oglesby
O'Hair
O'Leary
O’'8haunessy
Padeett
Palmer
Parker
Pntten. N. Y,
Payne
Peters, Me.
Peterson
Platt
Plumley
Torter

Ramulale
Ialney
Rayburn

Ilees

Rteiliy. Wis,
Iichardson
Riordan
Rolerts, Mass,
Raolerts, Nev.
Ronse
Ruhey
Rucker
Rupley
Sannders
Seott
Senlly
Seldomridge
Selle
Bharckleford
Sharp
Shreve
Slemp
Slnan

fmall
Smith, Md.

Smith. Tex.
Snarkman
Staford
Etanley
Stedman




.

2760 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

OCTOBER 22

Stephens, Cal. Taylor, Ark. Underhill Whitacre
Stephens, Nebr, Taylor, Colo, Vare White
Stephens, Tex, Taylor, N. Y. Vaughan Williams
Stovens, Minn, Temple Volstead Willis
Stevens, N. H. Thacher Wallin Wilson, Fla.
Bumners Thompson, Okla., Walsh Wilson, N. Y.
Sutherland Thomson, I11. Walters ingo
Bwitzer Townsend Watson Winslow
Taggart Treadway Weaver Witherspoon
Taicott, N. Y. Tribble Webb ru
Taylor, Ala. Tuttle Whaley Young, N, Dak,

So the motion to adjourn was agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following pairs:

I'or the session:

Mr. SLAYDEN with Mr. BARTHOLDT.

Mr. ScurLy with Mr. BRowNING.

Mr. METz with Mr. WALLIN.

Mr. Hosson with Mr. FAIRCHILD.

Mr. Bartrerr with Mr. BUTLER.

Mr. Apamson with Mr. Stevens of Minnesota.
Until further notice:

Mr. ALLEN with Mr. J. M. C. Saure (commencing Oct. 1),
Mr. AsaBrook with Mr. KAHN.

Mr. Arexanper with Mr, DYER.

Mr. Bavrz with Mr, SHREVE.

Mr. BracEMmonN with Mr. BARCHFELD,

Mr. BorraNDp with Mr. KEISTER.

AMr. BeemMNer with Mr. GILLETT.

Mr. BowprLe with Mr. Moss of West Virginia

Mr. BurNerT with Mr. HaYES,

Mr. Broussarp with Mr. KeLrey of Michigan.

Mr. BatHrIcK with Mr. Keriy of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Brown of West Virginia with Mr. KreIDER.
Mr. Burke of Wisconsin with Mr. CaAry.

Mr. Crark of Florida with Mr. MacDoNALD.

Mr. Corrier with Mr. Woobs.

Mr. CrayToN with Mr. MoxNDELL,

Mr. Craypoor with Mr. BRYAN.

Mr. CaANxTRILL with Mr, HELGESEN.

Mr. Caraway with Mr. Kenxepy of Rhode Island.
Mr. Crise with Mr. Hixps (transferable).

Mr, Craxcy with Mr. HaamroN of New York.
Mr. CoviNeroN with Mr. MILLER.

Mr. CarTER with Mr. McGuire of Oklahoma.

Mr. CriNE with Mr. NorToN (commencing Oct. 1).
Mr. ConNeLLY of Kansas with Mr. Hamirron of Michigan.
My. Connorry of Towa with Mr. RoBerts of Massachussetts.
Mr. Dersaeym with Mr. Davis.

Mr. Dies with Mr. SWITZER.

Mr. Durré with Mr. ANTHONY.

Mr. CurLEY with Mr. J. R. KNOWLAND.

Mr. Franors with Mr. HucHES of West Virginia.
Mr. Frrzcerarp with Mr. CALDER.

Mr. Ferris with Mr. SELLs.

Mr. Frerps with Mr. LANGLEY.

Mr. FaisoNn with Mr. CUrry.

Mr. Fincey with Mr. Green of Iowa.

Mr. Gimore with Mr. McKENzIE.

Mr. Gaep with Mr. PLUMLEY.

Mr. Goopwix of Arkansas with Mr. PoRTER.
GraaaM of Illinois with Mr. PeTERs of Maine,
. GarNER with Mr. J. I. NoLAN.

Mr. Gorvon with Mr. THoMsoN of Illinois.

AMr. GAarreTT of Tennessee with Mr. LANGHAM,

Mr. HeFraxy with Mr. DUNN.

Mr. HarrisoN with Mr. Gramay of Pennsylvania.
Mr. HoxworTH with Mr. RoeerTs of Nevada.

Mr. HowaArp with Mr. GRIEST.

Mr. HoLraxDp with Mr. VoLsTEAD (commencing Oct. 3).
Mr. Harpwick with Mr. ForpNEY (commencing Oect. 1).
Mr. HoustoN with Mr. WiLLIs.

Mr. HEney with Mr. Lewis of Pennsylvania.

Mr. Icor with Mr. ProUTY.

Mr. JoNEs with Mr. HINEBAUGH.

Mr. Krrcaiy with Mr, PAYNE.

Mr. Key of Ohio with Mr. FARR.

Mr. Koxor with Mr. Morix.

Mr. KerrxeEr with Mr. ScoTT.

Mr. McGriricuppy with Mr. GUERNSEY.

Mr. MoNTAGUE with Mr. VARE.

Mr. Moox with Mr., DILLON.

Mr. Morean of Louisiana with Mr. HULINGS.

Mr. MorrrsoN with Mr. HumMpHREY of Washington.
Mr. MoKerrar with Mr. MorT.

Mr. Pavyer with Mr. CoPLEY.

Mr. PerErsoN with Mr. Prarr (commencing Oct. 13).
Mr, Post with Mr. MURDOCK.

Mr. RaiNey with Mr. MADDEN.

Mr. Rucker with Mr. HAUGEN.

Mr. RusserLL with Mr. DANFORTH.

Mr. RRouse with Mr. RUPLEY.

Mr. RioaarpsoNy with My, MARTIN.

Mr. RuBey with Mr. TREADWAY.

Mr. SaparP with Mr. Youne of North Dakota.

Mr. SHERWOOD with Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH.

Mr. SPARKMAN with Mr. HowELL.

Mr. SumMNERs with Mr. EscH.

Mr. SAunpers with Mr. AINEY.

Mr. 8SmiTH of Texas with Mr. McLAUGHLIN.

Mr. STEDMAN with Mr, FreNcH.

Mr. StepHENS of Texas with Mr. Burge of South Dakota,

Mr. StepHENS of Nebraska with Mr. SLoAN.

Mr. TaAyror of Arkansas with Mr. SUTHERLAND.

Mr. TarBort of Maryland with Mr. MERRITT.

Mr. UxpErRHILL with Mr. WALTERS.

Mr. WarsoN with Mr. CRAMTON.

Mr. WHITACRE with Mr. TEMPLE,

Mr. Wrirriams with Mr. BRITTEN.

Mr. WeBB with Mr. WooDRUFF.

Mr. WHITE with Mr. BeowxE of Wisconsin.

Mr. Wirson of Florida with Mr. Goop (commencing Oct. 1).

Mr. WinGo with Mr. PARKER.

Mr. WeAvER with Mr., Burke of Pennsylvania.

Mr. BooHer with Mr. Stemp (for the rest of special session,
except when two-thirds vote required ; on party questions, record
to show one party for and one against measure).

Mr. DickixsoN with Mr. Kixgam of Nebraska (after vote on
currency, except at option of either).

Mr. Reep with Mr. WixsLow (commencing Oct. 1 for re-
mainder of extra session).

Mr. WiraersrooN with Mr. Sterunens of California (com-
mencing Oct. 3, 1913, except on cotton-futures amendment).

Mr. THACHER with Mr. GrReexNe of Massachusetts (commenc-
ing Oct. 16, ending balance of session).

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Speaker, I voted “yea.” I have a
pair with the gentleman from Washington, Mr. HoMPHREY, and
I desire to withdraw that vote and vote “ present.”

The name of Mr. Morrisox was called, and he answered
“ Present.”

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded.

Accordingly (at 12 o'clock and 35 minutes p. m.) the House
adjourned until Thursday, October 23, 1913, at 12 o'clock m.

CHANGE OF REFERENCE.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged
from the consideration of the following bills, which were re-
ferred as follows:

A bill (H. R. 5188) granting a pension to Jacob Hefller; Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred to the Com-
mittee on Pensions.

A bill (H. R. T628) granting an increase of pension to George
Van Atta; Committee on Pensions discharged, and referred to
the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memo-
rials were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. LAFFERTY : A bill (H. R. 8999) providing for the
acquisition, ownership, and operation of all street railroads, gas
plants, electric power and light plants, and telephone and tele-
graph systems in the District of Columbia by the Commissioners
of said District; to the Committee on the District of Columbia,

By Mr. MOORE: A bill (H. R. 9000) providing for a survey
of the Susquehanna River; to the Committee on Rivers and
Harbors.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9001) declaring navigable the Susquehanna
River and its tributaries; to the Committee on Rivers and Ilar-
bors.

By Mr. TOWNER: A bill (H. R. 9002) to amend paragraph
8, section 24, chapter 2, of the Judicial Code of the United
States; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. CARY : Resolution (H. Res. 201) asking Utilities Com-
mission of the District of Columbia for information about
Chesapeake & Potomac Telephone Co.; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

By Mr. WILSON of New York: Memorial of the Legislature
of New York, requesting the Department of State to represent
to the Russian Government that persistence in the proceedings
based upon the *“blood ritual” charge will be offensive to the
American people; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs,
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PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clanse 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. CARY : A bill (H. R. 9003) granting an increase of
pension to Lloyd D, Pocock; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

By Mr. HARDWICK : A bill (H. R. 9004) granting a pension
to Horace Hudson; to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. LANGLEY : A bill (H. R. 9005) granting an increase
of pension to Hiram H. Rudd; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9006) granting an increase of pension to
Joseph Haleomb; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9007) granting an increase of pension to
Finley Collins; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MAGUIRE of Nebraska: A bill (H. R. 9008) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Thomas E. Glass; to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. UNDERWOOD : A bill (H. R. 9009) for the relief of
Mrs, Marshall C. Carson; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

PETITIONS, ETC.

TUnder clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. AUSTIN: Petitions of sundry citizens of Tennessee
favoring change in interstate-commerce laws relative to mail-
order houses; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LAFFERTY : Petition of A. J. Smith Post, No. 26,
Grand Army of the Republic, Department of Oregon, protesting
against any alteration in the flag of our country; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

SENATE,
Tuurspay, October 23, 1913.

The Senate met at 11 o’clock a. m.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Forrest J. Prettyman, D. D.

The VICE PRESIDENT resumed the chair.

The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved.
IMPORTS AND DUTIES UNDER TARIFF ACT (8. DOC. NO. 217).

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica-
tion from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting, in re-
sponse to a resolution of the 16th instant, a copy of the esti-
mated receipts from customs for the year 1915, ete. F

Mr. SMOOT. I ask that the communication lie on the table
for the present.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The communication will lie on the.)
table and be printed. *

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED.,

A message from the House of Representatives, by J. C. South,
its Chief Clerk, announced that the Speaker of the House had
signed the enrolled bill (8. 1673) authorizing the Secretary of
the Iuterior to grant further extensions of time within which
to comply with the law and make proof on desert-land entries
in the counties of Grant and Franklin, State of Washington, and
it was thereupon signed by the Vice President.

PETITIONS.

The VICE PRESIDENT presented a telegram in the nature of
a petition from the Labor Council of S8an Francisco, Cal, pray-
ing for the passage of Senate bill 4, known as the seamen's bill,
which was ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented resolutions adopted by the Merchants' As-
gociation of Honolulu, Hawaii, favoring the enactment of legis-
lation approving act No. 136 of the laws of Hawaii of 1913,
relating to the franchise of the Honolulu Rapid Transit & Land
Co. (Ltd.), which were referred to the Committee on Pacific
Islands and Porto Rico.

PURCHASE OF MINEEAL LANDS.

Mr. STERLING, from the Committee on Publi¢ Lands, to
which was referred the bill (8. 2651) providing for the pur-
chase and disposal of certain lands containing kaolin, kao-
linite, fuller's earth, and other minerals within portions of
Indian reservations heretofore opened to settlement and entry,
reported it with amendments and submitted a report (No. 122)
thereon.

BILLS INTRODUCED.

Bills were introdunced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. BRANDEGEE :

A bill (8. 3321) granting an increase of pension to Augusta

C. Bennett (with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8.-3322) granting an increase of pension to Alfaretta
8. Bond (with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 3323) granting a pension to Elizabeth Jane Brown
(with accompanying papers) ; x

A bill (8. 3324) granting an increase of pension to Mary A.
Burdick (with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 3325) granting an increase of pension to Sarah L.
Bushnell (with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 3326) granting an increase of pension to Sarah M.
Chaffee (with accompanying papers); -~ .

A bill (8. 3327) granting an increase of pension to Anna
Denison (with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 3328) granting an increase of pension to Thomas F.
Edwards (with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 3320) granting an increase of pension to Mary L.
Gaffney (with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 3330) granting an increase of pension to Sarah
I. B. Hammond (with accompanying papers) ;

A Dbill (8. 3331) granting an increase of pension to Anna
Huntington Hinckley (with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 3332) granting an increase of pension to Willlam
R. Holmer (with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 8333) granting an increase of pension to Mary L.
Latham (with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 3334) granting an increase of pension to Susan EH.
Mitchell (with accompanying papers) :

A bill (8. 3335) granting an increase of pension to Charles E.
Mulkin (with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 3336) granting an increase of pension to Bridget
O'Loughlin (with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 3337) granting an increase of pension to Caroline M.
8Smith (with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 3338) granting an increase of pension to Happy M.
Smith (with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 3339) granting an increase of pension to Harriet T.
Summers (with accompanying papers) ; and

A bill (8. 83340) granting an increase of pension to Bertha H.
Tiesler (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey :

A Dbill (8. 3341) to pay the balance due to depositors in the
Freedman's Savings & Trust Co.; to the Committee on Appro-
priations,

By Mr. O'GORMAN:

A bill (8. 3342) for the enlargement, ete., of the Wall Street
front of the assay office in the city of New York; to the Com-
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds,

SENATOR GEORGE C. PERKINS.

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, T hold in my hand a tele-

gram which I wish to read to the Senate. It is as follows:
OARKLAND, CAL., Octlober 21, 1913.
Hon. CrARLES P. HiGGINS

Bergeant at Arms, United Biates Benate, Washington, D. C.:

Replying to your telegram, during the 20 years or more since I have
been Senator I hawve been absent from my seat but 19 days when Con-
511135 was In sesslon. [ have also sttended dally the Senate sessions

uring the extra session of Congress until October 7, when obliged to
absent myself on account of illness. I will return to the Senate again
as soon as I am able to travel.

Georce C. PERKINS,

I wish to state, Mr. President, in behalf of Senator PERKINS,
that I have been his pair for 10 years, and very seldom has the
pair ever been announced in the Senate. I have never known a
Senator to be more faithful to his duties in the Senate than that
Senator.

PRESIDENTIAL APPROVAL.

A message from the President of the United States, by Mr.
Latta, executive clerk, announced that the President had on
this day approved and signed the act (8. 767) granting permis-
sion to the city of Marshfield, Oreg., to close Mill Slough in said
city.

ENBOLLED JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED.

A message from the House of Representatives, by D. K.
Hempstead, its enrolling clerk, announced that the Speaker of
the House had signed the enrolled joint resolution (H. J. Res.
142) to provide for furnishing the additional rooms in the
House Office Building, and it was thereapod signed by the Vice
President.

THE MERCHANT MARINE.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The morning business is closed and
the Chair lays before the Senate the special order, which is
Senate bill 136.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (S. 136) to promote the welfare of Ameri-
can seamen in the merchant marine of the United States; to
abolish arrest and imprisonment as a penalty for desertion and
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